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ABSTRACT 
 The percentage of interracial relationships has increased. Such relationships however, 
have a higher dissolution rate than intraracial relationships. Although researchers have proposed 
and tested several hypotheses to explain why the difference exists, there are some areas that 
remain contested. One such area of investigation is the comparison of intraracial and interracial 
relationships on levels of satisfaction. Several studies have been conducted on this topic, but the 
conclusions only offer a vague and contradictory picture of this basic relationship phenomenon. 
The current study reviewed investigations of differences in satisfaction using a meta-analysis. 
Included in the investigation was an examination of several classes of potential moderators, 
including race of the participants, racial composition of the couple, and average length of the 
relationship reported. I also investigated the year of data collection and geographic location of 
study participants as well as the instrument used, how researchers conceptualized satisfaction 
(e.g., adjustment, marital distress), and the dimensionality of the measure used (i.e., is 
satisfaction investigated as unidimensional and global or is it multidimensional and investigated 
through features such as communication or conflict style). Using estimates of effect size d, no 
difference in relationship satisfaction was found between intraracial and interracial relationships. 
Analyses revealed that studies with national samples reported that those in intraracial 
relationships were more satisfied than interracial relationships, but that non-national studies 
conducted outside of the Western United States reported that partners in interracial relationships 
were more satisfied than those in intraracial relationships. Comparisons of satisfaction in 
intraracial and interracial relationships were consistent across race, racial composition of the 
couple, relationship length, the year of data collection, measures of satisfaction, and the 
conceptualization and dimensionality of satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
With each passing year, the United States becomes a more racially and ethnically diverse 
country. The likelihood that an individual will cross paths with someone of a different race 
increases and with that increase there is a change in the probability that one may enter into a 
romantic relationship with someone of a different race. Data from the 2010 U.S. Census 
indicates that 10% of marriages in the U.S. are between partners of different races, a steady 
increase over the last 30 years (Rosenfeld & Kim, 2005). The prevalence of interracial 
relationships increases to 20% when cohabitating couples are also included.  As the prevalence 
of interracial relationships has increased, so too has the acceptance of interracial relationships. 
Public approval of interracial unions has improved since the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the 
anti-miscegenation laws that outlawed interracial unions were unconstitutional in 1967. A 2008, 
Gallup poll showed that 87% of people polled indicated that they approve of marriages between 
Blacks and Whites compared to 20% in 1968, (Newport, 2013). Interracial couples are a 
significant faction of romantic relationships, but intraracial relationships are still the societal 
norm. As such, interrracial relationships have garnered the attention of the general population 
and scholars alike. 
Historically, research on interracial relationships was informed by the public antipathy 
for these unions and reified sentiments of interracial relationships as inherently dysfunctional 
and inferior to intraracial relationships. For example, researchers hypothesized that Whites who 
marry Black partners do so out of rebellion against their parents or partners were characterized as 
experiencing neurotic conflict and poor self-esteem (Brayboy, 1966; Brown, 1987; Smith, 1966). 
Other scholars have suggested that people of color marry White partners as a way of “marrying-
up” in a complex exchange of White social-status from one partner for the higher socioeconomic 
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status of another partner, this has been termed the caste-exchange hypothesis (Kalmijn, 1993; 
Van den Berghe, 1960). Still other historical, but popular commentary on interracial 
relationships proclaimed that partners were fueled by lust and that attraction across racial lines 
was sexually driven and lacked a substantial foundation (e.g., Beigel, 1966). These views, or 
variants of them, are still held in the public today (Lalonde, Giguere, Fontaine, & Smith, 2007).  
Much of the current research on interracial relationships was developed to counter 
historical explanations of interracial dating that demonized either the relationship or the members 
in the union. For example, researchers have not found support for the claim that people who 
engage in interracial relationships are more sexually active than people who do not (Yancey, 
2003). Lewis, Yancey, and Bletzer, (1997) found that partners in interracial relationships entered 
into their unions for many of the same reasons as those in intraracial relationships. Researchers 
have also challenged the caste-exchange hypothesis applied to interracial relationships. While the 
historical argument that successful people of color trade their socioeconomic status for the social 
status of a White partner has had support in some types of interracial unions (e.g., pairings of 
Black men and White women; Kalmijn, 1993), Fu’s (2008) explicit investigation of this 
hypothesis found that interracial pairings that appeared to follow a caste-exchange hypothesis 
may better be understood as another example of the principle of homogamy in which people seek 
relationship partners that are similar to themselves. Fu (2008) found that, just as in intraracial 
relationships, people in interracial relationships were matched on characteristics such as age, 
education, and socioeconomic status. What has been interpreted as “marrying-up” may be 
marrying the same, but across racial lines.  
The more recent work of scholars on interracial relationships has moved the field forward 
in that it no longer demonizes those in interracial relationships and, to some extent, has 
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normalized these unions by comparing them to intraracial relationships. However, in legitimizing 
interracial relationships, some of the research is atheoretical and does not examine the processes 
within interracial relationships. Furthermore, in an effort to normalize interracial relationships, 
meaningful differences can be overlooked. Research that focuses on the similarities between 
intraracial and interracial relationships misses the reality that, despite their increased prevalence 
and reported acceptance, interracial relationships can  have a very different lived experience than 
intraracial couples, which include racism, stares, and feelings of unease (Estep, 2011;Forry, 
Leslie, & Letiecq, 2007; Foster, 2009; Killian; 2013).  
One potential difference that is alluded to in the literature is difference in satisfaction for 
intraracial compared to interracial relationships. Satisfaction differences are often discussed as 
an explanation for the difference in dissolution rates between intraracial and interracial 
relationships. Table 1 reports the incident of divorce across more than 5,600 marriages based on 
couple type. For most marriage cohorts, the prevalence of divorce is higher among interracially 
married couples than couples with same race partners. The connection between relationship 
satisfaction and relationship stability has been substantiated in the literature with an association 
between marital stability and satisfaction ranging from .13 to .42 (Karney & Bradbury, 1995). 
The prevailing thought on the connection between differences in relationship satisfaction and 
dissolution was captured in Gurung and Duong (1999). They summarized the claims in this 
literature stating that members of different ethnic/racial groups are assumed to hold different 
expectations about relationships and that differences in expectations predict dissatisfaction. The 
difference in satisfaction ultimately concludes in relationship dissolution. This line of reasoning 
is consistent with historical assumptions of inherent dysfunction in interracial relationships. 
Other scholars have rejected this assumption and have provided an alternative perspective on the 
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potential differences in relationship satisfaction that contextualizes these unions within a broader 
social context.  
Researchers have suggested that partners in interracial relationships are less satisfied than 
those in intraracial relationships because the former is subjected to a level of social opposition 
that the latter is not. Qualitative (Hibbler & Shinew, 2002) and quantitative (Clark-Ibanez & 
Felmlee, 2005: Lehmiller & Agnew, 2006) studies have examined the influence of social 
ostracism on the relationship quality of interracial relationships. Findings from these studies 
build on conclusions drawn by others that have linked constructs such as social network support 
with relationship qualities such as stability (for a review, see Sprecher, Felmee, Orbuch & 
Willetts, 2011). By connecting research on interracial relationships to established literature on 
the normative functions of romantic relationships, researchers do not perpetuate biases against 
interracial couples. Although this research gets closer to understanding the processes and 
mechanisms within interracial relationships, such as how satisfaction is developed or deterred, 
investigations often lack a strong theoretical rationale for examining those potential differences 
(e.g., Shibazaki & Brennan, 1998).  
To understand the influence of social opposition on interracial relationship satisfaction, 
and subsequently possible differences between intraracial and interracial relationship 
satisfaction, an examination into how social opposition manifests and what are its implications is 
needed. A review of the extant literature can illuminate what factors influence opposition to 
interracial relationships and the use of a strong theoretical framework can inform the 
investigation as to why social opposition may matter. The use of theory to understand processes 
in interracial relationships is valuable as theory can add cohesion to investigations to explore and 
understand observed phenomena. In the subsequent chapters, I outline research on potential 
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differences in satisfaction based on relationship type and use a social exchange framework to 
understand the importance of accounting for factors that lead to differential levels of opposition. 
A social exchange framework is especially useful as its conceptualization of costs and rewards to 
relationship behaviors is both intuitive and well supported in the literature (Sabatelli, 2009).  
Social opposition to a romantic relationship can be considered a cost of engaging in an 
interracial relationship not experienced by those in intraracial relationships. I conducted a meta-
analysis to investigate the influence of social opposition on the test of differences in romantic 
satisfaction between intraracial and interracial relationships. The current meta-analysis 
synthesizes the existing literature and comprehensively explores a mechanism that influences 
relationship satisfaction, social opposition, which current quantitative investigations have not. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction  
The review begins with an introduction to the social exchange framework as a valuable 
theoretical framework to conceptualize the association between relationship satisfaction and 
relationship dissolution. Following the discussion of the social exchange framework, I outline the 
empirical research on interracial relationships including scholarship that compares inter- to intra-
racial relationships on measures of satisfaction. After discussing the equivocal findings on this 
topic, I outline the utility of a meta-analytic review and use a social exchange framework to 
identify potential moderators and form hypotheses and research questions.  
Interracial relationships have a higher dissolution rate than intraracial relationships. 
Bratter and King (2008) found that the ten-year divorce rate for interracial marriages has been 
consistently higher compared to intraracial relationships beginning with couples married in 1985. 
Researchers explanations of the difference in dissolution either assume that interracial couples 
are deficient or dysfunctional (Brown, 1987; Kalmijn, 1993; Smith, 1966) or imply that 
differences in satisfaction levels between interracial and intraracial relationships are a critical 
influence on the differences in relationship break-up or divorce (Blackwell & Lichter, 2004). 
Although the latter explanation is less pathologizing than the former, research examining 
potential differences in satisfaction as a factor in dissolution rates, does not explicitly incorporate 
theory. As such, studies comparing satisfaction levels answer the question of if there are 
differences in dissolution rates, but without theory are limited in explaining why differences may 
exist. Conversely, the use of theory, such as those that operate with in a social exchange 
framework, help to explain not only how differences in satisfaction lead to differences in 
dissolution rates, but also why differences occur.  
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A social exchange framework suggests that partners in a relationship are rational beings 
and that each performs a calculation of the rewards and costs of a particular relationship (White 
& Klein, 2002).  Superficially, one can conclude that if an individual perceives greater rewards 
in a relationship than costs that person would likely be satisfied in their relationship. However, a 
social exchange framework is more complex in that partners take into account their relationship 
outcome (rewards to costs ratio), that outcome is then compared to one’s desired outcome and/or 
the outcome of others. Examples of theories from a social exchange framework include equity 
theory which emphasizes the impact of perceiving that the cost:rewards ratio for partners in a 
relationship are fair (e.g., they are equivalent). Sprecher (2001) found that partners that were 
under-benefited (their cost:rewards ratio was worse than their partner) or over-benefited were 
less satisfied or more distressed in their relationships compared to those that had equitable 
relationships. Another theory based within the social exchange framework, the Investment 
Model, posits that in addition to the outcome of a relationship, partners are aware of the 
investments that each makes into maintaining the relationship. The amount of investment into the 
relationship also has implications for relationship phenomena such as commitment and the 
stability of the relationship (Rusbult, 1983). 
This set of interrelated theories offer a foundation for investigating how differences in 
satisfaction can account for differences in relationship dissolution between intraracial and 
interracial relationships. Within a social exchange framework, partners are aware not only of 
their profits in their current relationship, but also of the potential costs and rewards of 
alternatives to their relationship. If it is perceived that the outcome associated with ending their 
current relationship or pursuing a relationship with a person other than their current partner 
(comparison level alternative) is greater than their current outcome, then relationship dissolution 
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is more likely. Satisfaction can be linked to relationship dissolution only in that each is 
determined by the perceived outcome of relationship choices. And so, a person in an interracial 
relationship may compare their current outcomes to those that may be associated with being in a 
different relationship. However, the choice to remain in the current relationship is only informed 
by their level of satisfaction, not determined by it.  
Accounting for every reward and cost of a relationship choice can be cumbersome for 
researchers. Furthermore, how costs and benefits are weighted is critical to understanding 
relationship satisfaction. As such, researchers tend to investigate general costs and general 
rewards when using a social exchange framework (e.g., sex, respect, security, love). Social 
approval is consistently identified as a significant reward for social behavior. For example, 
White and Klein (2002) illustrated how greater social approval for marriage relationships 
compared to cohabitating or other types of relationships can influence the decision to marry. 
Marginalized relationships such as interracial relationships challenge societal expectations and 
can often elicit social opposition (Lehmiller & Agnew, 2010). The loss of social approval for 
their relationship is a cost that partners in interracial relationships must consider in their 
evaluations of outcomes.  
The public response and ostracism of interracial relationships can be understood in a 
social exchange framework as a cost. Accounts of discrimination highlight the tensions that exist 
for interracial couples.  In Louisiana, individuals were denied a marriage license because of an 
official’s concerns about the well-being of the biracial children that might result from the union 
(Foster, 2009). A rural Protestant church in Kentucky voted to ban interracial couples from 
participation in church services, except funerals, after a White woman performed a song with her 
Black male partner from Africa (Ng, 2011). Furthermore in 2014, the Federal Bureau of 
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Investigation began an inquiry into the hanging death of a Black male North Carolina teen under 
family and community suspicions that his death may be related to his relationship with an older 
White woman (Wagner & Otis, 2014).  The emotional and psychological costs of experiences of 
mistreatment, disapproving looks, and feelings of lack of safety are likely to have a negative 
effect on relationship satisfaction (Killian, 2001). The racist experiences of partners in interracial 
relationships are not isolated occurrences and can affect the evaluation of cost:rewards for all 
interracial couples.  
Partners in interracial relationships often contend with either overt opposition or subtle 
resistance to their relationship. Killian (2002) interviewed married pairs of Black and White 
partners regarding their experiences as interracial couples and the messages that they 
internalized. In several narratives, participants indicated overt forms of opposition that included a 
delay in job promotion and responses of extended family members that included leaving family 
gatherings. Given experiences such as these, interracial relationships have an experience that is 
different than intraracial relationships. Noting these differences and being aware of how 
interracial couples manage the cost of social opposition regarding their relationships will aide in 
an understanding of why differences in satisfaction have been observed in some studies but not 
others. Furthermore, comprehensively accounting for the costs associated with being in an 
interracial relationship is critical for investigating differences in satisfaction within a social 
exchange framework. Research on interracial couples helps to illuminate how and/or why these 
costs are experienced by partners.  
Experiences of Interracial Relationships 
The assumptions of poorer functioning in interracial relationships may be, in part, a 
reflection of the qualitative differences between the two types of relationships. It is a social norm 
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to date someone of the same race (Rosenfeld & Kim, 2005). Interracial relationships are a visual 
challenge to the social norm of homogamy. Furthermore, race remains a contentious topic in the 
United States and partners in interracial relationships must navigate a social world that has 
historically challenged them (e.g., anti-miscegenation laws and customs). In the following 
section, I provide a brief review of the literature that highlights the experiences of interracial 
relationships that are unique from intraracial relationships as well as the responses of the 
partners.  
Partners in interracial relationships regularly contend with the negative perceptions of 
others. Friends and family often assume that difficulties in the relationship are a result of cultural 
differences (Wieling, 2003). This is not an innocuous assumption, as cultural differences are 
often cited as concerns for interracial couples (Seshadri & Knudson-Martin, 2011). However, it 
is frequently assumed that because the issues of interracial couples stem from differences in 
culture there is nothing that can be done to resolve the conflict. It is not unheard of for interracial 
couples to feel isolated, to have more restrictive contact with others (Daneshpour, 2003), or to 
shut down from parts of the outside world after numerous negative experiences (Henderson, 
2000). 
In response to interactions with disapproving others, some interracial couples employ 
tactics to avoid scrutiny from others. Couples report distancing themselves from groups or 
settings that they believe are unwelcoming to their relationship (Hibbler & Shinew, 2002) or 
disassociating themselves from one another in threatening environments. For example, in 
Killian’s (2001) qualitative research, a couple comprised of a Black woman and White man 
partner described how they sit separate from one another while using public transportation in a 
certain part of their hometown. In their study of recreational activities among interracial couples, 
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Hibbler and Shinew (2002) found that some couples use a scouting technique of unfamiliar 
places whereby relationship partners will send one member of the couple to assess an 
environment and the likelihood that the couple will be welcomed, or at least not targeted, prior to 
arriving together.  
Many partners in interracial relationships are resilient in spite of the disapproval they 
often face from others (Lehmiller & Konkel, 2012). Partners who remain intact possess strengths 
that their intraracial counterparts may not develop. Leslie and Letiecq (2004) found that being in 
an interracial marriage helped partners to be more aware of their own racial identity as well as 
value their partner’s racial background. The authors posited that racial awareness played a role in 
marital quality and satisfaction because of tolerance and appreciation of the each other’s culture 
and background. 
Given the challenges that partners in interracial relationships face and the adjustments 
that are made to handle these challenges, it is an intuitive question to ask how these additional 
factors may affect the quality of the relationships. The answer to this question has strong 
implications for research and applied work with couples. Relationship dissolution is lower 
among intraracial relationships compared to interracial relationships and one way of 
understanding this occurrence is to examine romantic relationships at their basic qualities and 
compare the relationship types. Researchers can then improve on the common understanding of 
relationship qualities by exploring the conditions in which potential differences manifest. Using 
a social exchange framework, we can investigate the potential for one specific relationship 
quality, satisfaction, to help understand phenomena in interracial relationships. A social 
exchange framework is applied in the current study to identify the ways in which being a 
member in an interracial relationship can be associated with a differing level of cost. 
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Specifically, I used the concept of costs of relationship choice (i.e., the loss of social approval) to 
investigate factors that influence satisfaction. A greater perception of costs to a relationship can 
negatively affect feelings of satisfaction if they substantially damage romantic partners’ 
outcomes. The extent to which we can identify costs, we can explore potential differences in 
relationship satisfaction.  
Relationship Satisfaction 
The focus of this section is on relationship satisfaction as a basic relationship 
phenomenon. Historically, satisfaction was assessed as a unidimensional construct referencing 
general feelings toward ones relationship (Bradbury, Fincham, & Beach, 2000). More recently, it 
has been studied as a multidimensional construct that is determined by factors such as 
communication, personality, and leisure time (Custer, 2009). In research, relationship 
satisfaction is often used interchangeably with relationship quality and researchers often use the 
same measure to study relationship quality and satisfaction (e.g., Orbe, 2004; Orgel, 1995).The 
conflation of relationship satisfaction and relationship quality has implications for the current 
study in that broader search terms should be used to locate all possible studies. In general, 
relationship satisfaction refers to a person’s attitude toward their relationship with a more 
positive attitude indicating greater satisfaction.  
I begin with an overview of the research examining relationship satisfaction between 
intraracial and interracial relationships and then discuss several factors that may affect observed 
differences between the groups. Specifically, I discuss those individual, dyadic, and 
environmental factors that may account for the results of direct comparisons of interracial and 
intraracial relationships on satisfaction. This categorization of factors is useful for understanding 
satisfaction in relationships as many empirical and commercially used measures of relationship 
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satisfaction distinguish between these influential factors. The use of individual, dyadic, and 
environmental influences on relationship satisfaction is also modeled after researchers’ 
development of the ENRICH measure of relationship satisfaction (Olson & Olson, 1999). The 
individual, dyadic and environmental factors that I discuss are understood to increase the cost of 
being in the relationship for interracial partners in that they decrease the general benefit of social 
approval proposed within the social exchange framework. I also explore methodological choices 
of researchers that may also account for disparate results in studies that make these comparisons 
across relationship type.   
Relationship satisfaction in intraracial and interracial relationships 
The research that directly compares satisfaction in intraracial relationships to interracial 
relationships provides mixed results. Some studies suggest that partners in intraracial 
relationships are more satisfied than partners in interracial relationships (e.g., Gurung & Duong, 
1999). Other studies have found that intraracial relationships report less satisfaction than their 
other-race counterparts (e.g., Troy, Lewis-Smith, & Laurenceau, 2007). And still other studies 
report that there are no differences in relationship satisfaction between intraracial and interracial 
relationships (e.g., Johns, Newcomb, Johnson, & Bradbury, 2009). Research has found that 
characteristics such as race, gender and even geographic location make a difference in reports of 
relationship satisfaction.   
Much of the research in this area suggests that partners in intraracial relationships are 
more satisfied than partners in interracial relationships (e.g. Hohmann-Marriott & Amato, 2008). 
Bishchoff’s (2005) qualitative review of interracial studies examined the role of intermixing 
faith, marital happiness, and interracial coupling. He concluded that those couples representing 
different cultures and races were the least happy of the groups (Latino-White) and those with the 
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same race were the happiest. Fu, Tora, and Kendall (2001) also distinguished between culture 
(i.e. first language, national origin, and religion) and race when examining differences in 
satisfaction.  In their multi-racial and multi-cultural, Hawaiian sample, Fu et al. (2001) found that 
regardless of whether they had shared or different cultures, men and women in interracial 
relationships reported less marital happiness than those in intraracial relationships.  
There are a number of studies indicating no differences in relationship satisfaction (e.g., 
Jeong & Horne, 2009). In a rare test of relationship satisfaction among interracial couples and 
White and non-White intraracial couples, Johns et al. (2007) found no difference among Latino-
White, Latino-Latino, and White-White relationships. In one of the first studies to 
comprehensively study functioning in interracial relationships, Troy et al. (2006) found no 
difference between partners in intraracial and interracial relationships when they explored 
satisfaction and reports of relationship conflict. Their study included satisfaction reports from 
both partners in the relationship and consisted of several types of intraracial and interracial 
relationships. 
With the amount of inconsistency comparing relationship satisfaction, an investigation 
that is theoretically grounded can illuminate factors that may influence comparisons between 
intraracial and interracial relationships on satisfaction. A social exchange framework allows for 
an investigation of differences in costs and rewards and can be fruitful in investigating why 
relationship satisfaction may differ as a function of relationship type. Of particular interest is the 
loss of social approval for the relationship. Social approval is a well-researched reward within 
the social exchange framework (Antonucci & Akiyama, 1987; Ingersoll-Dayton & Antonucci, 
1988; Vinokur & Vinokur-Kaplan, 1990) and one that has implications for the comparison of 
intraracial and interracial relationships.   
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Partners’ perceptions of other individuals’ approval or disapproval of their relationships 
affects the commitment to the relationship as well as the quality of their relationships (Bryant & 
Conger, 1999). Greater support and approval from extended family and friends is positively 
related to marital satisfaction. For example, Felmlee, Sprecher, and Bassin (1990) found 
participants’ perceptions of relationship approval from members of their partners’ friends and 
family decreased the rate of break-ups. However, research has found that interracial relationships 
may be influenced by social approval in ways that intraracial relationships are not. Shibazaki and 
Brennan (1998) found that approval of one’s relationship from the general public was a 
significant predictor of satisfaction for partners in interracial but not intraracial relationships – 
both couple types benefited from the support of friends and family in the study. Shibazaki and 
Brennan’s findings have implications for the comparison of intraracial and interracial 
relationships regarding relationship satisfaction. To the extent that the cost of the loss of social 
approval can be examined, possible differences in satisfaction across relationship type can be 
explained within a social exchange framework.  
Individual level influences 
There are several factors that may influence partners’ reports of satisfaction in their 
romantic relationship. It is helpful to understand some influences as arising from the individuals 
in the relationship. These individual level factors are the characteristics of one partner 
independent of the other and can include things such as personality, communication style, or past 
experiences (Bradbury, Fincham, & Beach, 2000). There has also been some data that suggests 
that an individual’s race may impact their reports of satisfaction. Hohmann-Marriott and Amato 
(2008) found that, regardless of relationship type, Black partners reported less satisfaction in 
their relationships compared to White and Latino partners. Though the researchers did not 
16 
 
address this observed difference in their study, I offer a possible explanation as to why reports of 
satisfaction in interracial relationships can be expected. I also discuss its implications for cross 
group comparisons within a social exchange framework.  
There are very clear differences in the rates of interracial marriages based on race as well 
as varying levels of opposition to interracial relationships. For example, a greater proportion of 
people of color marry a member of a different race than Whites (Passel, Wang, & Taylor, 2010); 
and even among people of color Blacks are less likely to marry someone of a different race 
compared to Latinos who are in turn less likely to intermarry than Asian Americans. A greater 
prevalence of interracial relationships within a person’s race may be indicative of less social 
opposition and a lower cost of engaging in that relationship. As such, an Asian American woman 
who is calculating the outcome of marrying someone of a different race, may perceive social 
opposition as less of a cost because roughly one out of three marriages with an Asian American 
partner are interracial compared to a White woman calculating the same cost as less than one out 
of every ten marriages with a White partner are interracial (Passel et al., 2010). The influence of 
an individual’s race thus has implications for satisfaction. 
Dyadic level influences 
Not only does race have a potential influence on relationship satisfaction at the individual 
level, but it can also have an effect at the dyadic level. Dyadic level influences are characteristics 
that are true for both partners in a relationship or for which both partners have the same value or 
response. Examples of dyadic variables include whether a couple is dating or married, whether 
the couple is a same-sex or heterosexual couple, or which partner is older. In order to make 
meaning of the importance of dyadic level influences, it is critical to first place the dyads in a 
larger context.  Interracial relationships are often viewed as an indicator of the boundaries 
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between groups (Yancey, 2002). Lower rates of interracial relationships across groups suggest 
strong boundaries whereas higher rates of interracial relationships indicate more permeable 
boundaries. Research supports this assertion as the White – non-White interracial relationship 
that occurs the least often, unions between a Black partner and White partner (Bratter & 
Eschbach, 2006), are reported to receive the greatest amount of social opposition (Yancey, 
2002). Differences in societal opposition may translate into differences in relationship 
satisfaction. Because of the history of race in the United States, it is important to note that the 
impact of race at both the individual and dyadic level is limited to its unique social structure.  
A social distance perspective suggests that the lower the willingness for intimacy 
between groups the greater the opposition to interracial relations; the further apart the 
backgrounds of the two partners, and the greater the difficulties may be. Hohmann-Marriott and 
Amato (2008) tested this hypothesis using two national samples. They found a trend such that 
interracial couples whose racial groups represented a greater social distance tended to report less 
satisfaction (e.g., Latino-White couples tended to report greater satisfaction than Black-White 
couples). However, Hohmann-Marriott and Amato found that one type of non-White interracial 
couple (Black-Hispanic) tended to report even less satisfaction than the Non-White –White 
interracial relationships explored. This finding is inconsistent with the social distance hypothesis 
as the distance between Black and Latino populations is not as great as that between Black and 
White populations. However, the finding of poorer satisfaction in non-White interracial 
relationships is consistent with Bratter and Eschbach (2006) who also used a national sample and 
concluded that non-White interracial relationship reported greater distress than other couple 
types.  
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Racial composition is an important dyadic level variable to consider when examining 
potential differences in satisfaction. The costs of the loss of social approval associated with 
crossing racial borders may factor differently in romantic partners’ calculation of outcomes 
based on the composition of their relationship and thus impact satisfaction. Ultimately, Bratter 
and Eschbach (2006) and Hohmann-Marriott and Amato (2008) give strong precedent for the 
impact of racial composition in interracial relationships on relationship satisfaction, though 
exactly how racial composition affects satisfaction is unclear.  
Another dyadic level influence on relationship satisfaction is the length of the 
relationship. Satisfaction in romantic relationships follows a well-documented trajectory over the 
course of a relationship. For example, researchers have written about the honeymoon period of 
new marriages in which relationship satisfaction is relatively high for the first year before 
decreasing as time progresses (Kurdek, 1999). Using data from 396 couples, Lorber, Erlanger, 
Heyman, and O’Leary (2014) found that the “honeymoon effect”, with high initial satisfaction 
and marked decline over time, is most clearly identified among men in heterosexual 
relationships. They also found that there is a significant subset of new relationships that are 
characterized with moderate or low initial satisfaction and steady declines in satisfaction 
overtime. As time progresses, the influence of social opposition and the experience of costs for 
partners in interracial relationships may impact the trajectory of satisfaction, as it has for other 
relationship dynamics. For example, Brooks and Ogolsky (2014) found that as intraracial and 
interracial couples continue in their relationship, the trajectory of their commitment grows more 
similar, however the trajectory is not always comparable. Using a sample of over 100 couples, 
Brooks and Ogolsky found that although men in heterosexual, interracial couples exhibit a 
slower increase in commitment in the early stages of the relationship they eventually report the 
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same level of commitment as men in intraracial relationships. Similar processes may be present 
regarding relationship satisfaction.
1
 
Contextual influences 
In addition to individual and dyadic level influences on reports of satisfaction are 
contextual influences. Contextual influences are considered those environmental and/or system 
level variables that may affect couple reports on satisfaction. The contextual factors of 
importance for the current study include time and geographic location. Societal sentiment or 
social support is often cited as an encourager and deterrent to interracial relationships (Clark-
Ibanez & Felmlee, 2005) and has implications for relationship satisfaction (Cox, Wexler, 
Rusbult, & Gaines, 1997). The social perception around interracial relationships has become 
more positive since the ban of anti-miscegenation laws and practices across the country 
beginning in the 1960s (Newport, 2013). As such, it is possible that reports of relationship 
satisfaction among those in interracial relationships have changed over time. This could 
represent a gradual change in how the cost of social approval was perceived by partners in 
interracial relationships but not those in intraracial relationships, resulting in more equivalent 
outcomes which could have implications for comparisons in satisfaction.  
Another contextual influence on studies of intraracial and interracial relationships is the 
geographic location of the study. Historically, there have been variant levels of systemic 
opposition to interracial relationships across regions of the United States. For example, with 
regards to anti-miscegenation laws that made interracial marriages illegal, 15 of the16 states that 
still had these laws when the Supreme Court ruled that they were unconstitutional were located 
in the United States South (Miscegenation Laws, 2015).  Even after anti-miscegenation laws 
                                                 
1
 An additional dyadic level moderator is relationships status. This was tested as an additional moderator in the 
current study, but yielded insignificant results. Results for the analyses are included in Appendix A. 
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were deemed unconstitutional, states kept the laws in their constitutions. Alabama did not 
officially remove the law from its constitution until 2000, 33 years after the Supreme Court 
Loving v. Virginia ruling. At that time, as much as 40% of the voters opposed having the statue 
removed from the state constitution. The history of anti-miscegenation in the U.S. South is quite 
different from other regions such as the Northeast and parts of the Midwest that either never 
passed anti-miscegenation laws or repealed them in the mid to late 19
th
 century (Miscegenation 
Laws, 2015).  
The legacy of anti-miscegenation laws has implications for the experience of interracial 
couples. Most notable is the effect on community openness, support and prevalence of interracial 
relationships.  Several nationwide studies (e.g., Yancey & Yancey 1998; Yancey, 2007) have 
found that the prevalence of interracial dating and openness to such relationships varies by 
region with the Southwestern United States exhibiting a greater prevalence of interracial 
relationships. It can be concluded that regional variance in the prevalence of interracial 
relationships coincides with differences in acceptance. From a social exchange framework, if a 
decrease in social acceptance is a cost that is differentially experienced across the U.S., it can 
lead to differences in satisfaction among interracial relationships and thus affects comparisons 
drawn with intraracial relationships. For example, Jansezian (2000) found no differences in 
satisfaction between intraracial and interracial relationships in his sample on the west coast. 
However, in their national sample, Hohman-Marriott and Amato (2000) found that intraracial 
couples reported more satisfaction compared to interracial relationships. 
Methodological influences 
 Other possible influences on the conclusions drawn regarding relationship satisfaction are 
choices that researchers made prior to beginning their research. Of particular interest are the 
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operationalization, conceptualization and measurement of satisfaction. Bradbury, Fincham, and 
Beach, (2000), in their review of the literature, indicated that the study of relationship 
satisfaction has shifted from measuring satisfaction using a few global items such as “I am 
satisfied with my relationship” to more complex multifactor models such as the ENRICH Marital 
Inventory (Olson & Olson, 1999) which includes multiple factors and over 160 items. This 
progression is a reflection of mounting interdisciplinary research that indicates that relationship 
satisfaction is determined by things such as conflict resolution (Shneewood & Gehard, 2002), 
communication (Litzinger & Gordon, 2006), personality (Razeghi, Nikiju, Mujembari, & Masihi, 
2011) and the presence of children (Gottman, 2000).  
The reconceptualization of satisfaction as multidimensional has consequences. Funk and 
Rogge (2007) reported that well used measures of satisfaction such as the Dyadic Adjustment 
Scale (Spanier, 1976) and the Marital Adjustment Test (Locke & Wallace, 1959), actually 
introduce significant amounts of error variance to the assessment of relationship satisfaction. 
Such systematic contribution of error variance reduces the precision of complex measures of 
satisfaction and negatively impacts these instruments ability to distinguish differences among 
groups. Essentially, because the assessment of satisfaction includes a sizeable amount of 
information irrelevant to satisfaction, observed differences may be attributed to differences in 
instrument error and not variance in the construct of satisfaction. Although established measures 
of satisfaction have strong psychometric support, concerns about their ability to detect 
differences may be amplified in a meta-analyses that aggregates differences.  
Other methodological characteristics to consider are the conceptualization and 
measurement of satisfaction. In the extant literature, research on satisfaction is conflated with 
relationship quality; the two terms are often used interchangeably or one is considered a 
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component of the other. For example, Hohmann-Marriot and Amato (2008) write that “The 
construct of relationship quality includes multiple dimensions, such as satisfaction, positive 
interaction, conflict, perceived problems and commitment” p.827, emphasis added. On the other 
hand, the same qualities used to study relationship quality have been identified as components of 
satisfaction (Bradbury, Fincham & Beach, 2000).  
Furthermore, researchers that investigate relationship quality and those that investigate 
relationship satisfaction use the same measures. This is especially true with the use of the Dyadic 
Adjustment Scale DAS (Spanier, 1976; see McNerny, 2008; Orbe, 2004; Orgel, 1995). 
Researchers’ use of the DAS is variant and offers a potential confound in understanding potential 
differences in intraracial and interracial relationships. Some researchers used the satisfaction 
subscale of the measure and conceptualized the study as relationship satisfaction (e.g., Shibazaki 
& Brennan, 1998). Other researchers used the entire scale, which includes subscales such as 
Cohesion and Affectional Expression, but still consider the study one of relationship satisfaction 
and not quality (Chan, 1997). The differences across studies, in terms of measurement, offer 
information into the nature of the equivocal results of the field.    
Purpose 
A social exchange framework indicates that relationship satisfaction is a result of an 
account of the costs and rewards of a relationship. Once more, satisfaction is influenced by 
comparisons of the cost:rewards analysis to a person’s ideal relationship. To the extent that the 
cost and rewards of a relationship can be understood, researchers can explore observed 
differences in satisfaction across groups. Scholars have compared satisfaction in intraracial 
relationships to that in interracial relationships. The results have been equivocal and offer 
conflicting conclusions on whether there is a difference and if so which type of relationship 
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reports greater satisfaction.  The varied conclusions in the extant literature can be attributed, in 
part, to the absence of an exploration of the costs of being in an interracial relationship. 
One particular cost of being in an interracial relationship is the loss of social approval 
and the experiences of social opposition. Indeed, there are variables such as each partner’s 
unique race, the racial composition of the couple, and the geographic location of the study that 
impact the extent to which partners in interracial couples experience the costs of their union. 
However, no individual study has systematically explored the multitude of these and other 
influences on the satisfaction of interracial relationships. Without purposefully contextualizing 
reports of satisfaction for interracial relationships and without a strong integration of theory that 
addresses the development of satisfaction, research in this area will continue to yield divergent 
results that are conclusive individually but uninterpretable collectively. A quantitative summary 
is needed to clarify the effect, if any, of relationship type on satisfaction. As important as the 
conclusion of whether there is a difference in relationship satisfaction is a theory driven 
investigation of under what circumstances such a difference exists.  
The current study addresses the gaps in the extant literature. In order to determine 
whether a difference in satisfaction exists, a meta-analytic review was conducted. By 
systematically examining the existing literature, this study offers not only a conclusion to the 
equivocal results, but also allows for the conceptually sound exploration of what factors 
contribute to any observed differences between studies. The use of a social exchange framework 
is central to the current study. The conceptualization of costs of a relationship as influential to 
partner’s experience of satisfaction is the bedrock of identifying potential moderators to explain 
the divergent conclusions of the research. Variables or constructs that have implications for a 
loss of social approval or experience of social isolation (i.e., costs) are understood in the current 
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study as potential moderators of reports of satisfaction. The selected moderators consistent with a 
social exchange framework are explored in addition to the potential methodological differences 
across studies that may also influence reports of differences in satisfaction.  
The current research posed the following research questions and hypotheses– for 
simplicity, the term relationship type is used as a proxy for the comparison between intraracial 
and interracial relationships: 
Research Question 1: Is there a difference in relationship satisfaction between intraracial 
and interracial relationships? If so, what is the size of the difference? 
In the exploration of potential moderators to the effect of relationship type on reports of 
satisfaction, I explore individual, dyadic and contextual factors that impact the experience of cost 
in a romantic relationship, consistent with a Social Exchange framework as well as 
methodological variations of the study. 
Hypothesis 1: In light of research that indicates that the racial make-up of an interracial 
couple has implications for comparisons in satisfaction across relationship type (Bratter 
& Eschbach, 2006; Hohman-Marriott & Amato, 2008), I hypothesized the effect size of 
relationship type to be larger for studies comparing Black-White interracial couples to 
intraracial couples than the effect size of studies comparing Latino-White interracial 
couples to intraracial couples. 
Hypothesis 2: Informed by research that indicates a distinct trajectory in relationship 
satisfaction (Kurdek, 1999), such that overall satisfaction declines over time, I 
hypothesized the effect size of relationship type will be smaller as the average length of 
the relationships increases. 
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Research Question 2: Is there a relationship between the year of data collection and effect 
size? 
Research Question 3: Is there a difference in effect size based on the geographic location 
of the sample studied? 
Research Question 4: Is the observed effect size moderated by the characteristics of the 
satisfaction measurement used? 
Research Question 5: Is there a relationship between effect size and the percentage of 
White participants in the study? 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS 
In this section, I outline the procedures used for conducting the study. I begin with 
information regarding the selection of relevant studies. Included in my explanation of article 
selection is an identification of procedures for searching the extant literature and the search terms 
used. Subsequently, I discuss my initial screening criteria before providing information regarding 
coding procedures of relevant studies.  
Literature Search and Search Terms 
In an effort to obtain as much relevant data as possible, several search methods were 
used. To obtain traditional publication outlets such as peer-reviewed journal articles, I accessed 
the ProQuest directory. ProQuest is an aggregate service that explores the inventory of more than 
20 electronic databases for the social sciences, including PsychINFO, ERIC, and Sociological 
Abstracts. Individual databases not included in the ProQuest directory were also searched 
including Academic Search Premier, PubMed and GALE. Only studies conducted in the United 
States were included because of its unique racial history. I used the ProQuest Dissertations 
database to identify unpublished data and searched the conference proceedings for major 
conventions of relationships research to identify conference papers presented at convention 
meetings (e.g. International Association of Relationship Research). I also used forward and 
backward citations checks, identifying relevant research that have cited articles included in meta-
analyses and checking the reference list of articles included in the meta-analyses to identify other 
possible sources of data.  
Within each search engine and database explored, the key terms interracial, inter-racial, 
interethnic, inter-ethnic, intermarriage, miscegenation, cross racial, multiracial, multi-racial, 
multiethnic, and multi-ethnic were combined with the term satisfaction and/or quality. 
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Screening criteria 
To be included in the meta-analysis studies must have contained a direct comparison of 
intraracial and interracial relationships on the dependent variables of relationship satisfaction. In 
this project, interracial relationships are defined as both same-sex and heterosexual romantic 
relationships whose members represent two different racial groups of the five major racial 
groups in the United States – Asian/Pacific Islander, Black, Hispanic/Latino/a, Native American, 
and White. Studies comparing intraracial, “interethnic” relationships were not included. For 
example, a study that explored a relationship between a Latino woman and an Asian male would 
be included in the meta-analysis, but a study that explored a person of German heritage paired 
with a partner of Polish heritage as interethnic would be excluded. All studies included in the 
analysis were conducted using a sample of adults (18 years or older) within the United States. 
The exclusion of studies conducted outside of the United States is important as the socio-
historical experience of race varies across countries.  
Search results 
Using the search terms identified, the abstracts of 863 published and unpublished 
manuscripts were examined for possible inclusion in the study. Of the 863 hits, 42 made it 
through the initial abstract screening procedure and upon further review 24 published (n = 6) and 
unpublished (n = 18) studies yielded k = 28 independent samples in which individuals in 
interracial relationships were compared to individuals in intraracial relationships on a measure of 
satisfaction or a close approximation thereof. One published study had four samples and one had 
two samples. The backwards and forwards citation checks did not yield new eligible studies for 
the current study. 
Coding procedures 
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I coded the studies for all statistical variables related to the comparison of intraracial and 
interracial relationships including M, SD, t-tests, F-tests, and exact p values. I also coded studies 
to allow for tests of moderation of any observed effect size. For the individual level moderators, I 
recorded the racial percentage of each of the five major racial groups in the United States (i.e., 
Asian, Black, Latino, Native American, and White). In order to test moderators at the dyadic 
level, I coded studies for the average length of the relationships in months, as well as the type of 
interracial relationships that were included (e.g., Black-White or Latino-White). Studies were 
also coded for the geographic location in which participants resided using the four region 
typology of the United States Census Bureau. Table 2 indicates how each state was assigned into 
one of four categories; Midwest, Northeast, South and West. Studies whose participants resided 
in any of the states in a region were assigned that region. In order to be considered a National 
Sample, the study needed to be a representative national sample or no less than 5% of the sample 
was collected in each region of the United States. The U.S. Census Bureau classification was 
used so that comparisons could be made to previous research that has examined geographical 
differences as they relate to topics on interracial relationships (Yancey, 2002; 2007). I also noted 
the year of data collection. For studies that did not report the year of data collection, I used a 
procedure used in Twenge and Crocker (2002) of subtracting two years from the year of 
publication or completion in the case of unpublished data.  
In addition to the coding for individual, dyadic, and environmental moderators, I also 
coded for the characteristics of the measure of satisfaction used, including the structure of 
satisfaction used (i.e., single-item or multiple-item), the conceptualization of satisfaction (e.g., 
adjustment or quality) and the dimensionality of the scale (i.e., unidimesional and 
multidimensional). Furthermore, I noted publication type (i.e., published or unpublished). 
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Finally, I also recorded the sample n for each study. All of my coding was then checked by a 
trained undergraduate research assistant. The research assistant underwent training which 
included a methodological review of meta-analytic studies, a comprehensive literature review of 
theories and empirical investigations of interracial relationships and a series of practice codings 
in which articles were coded in tandem with the author. The few discrepancies identified in 
coding (n = 20) were resolved by returning to the original article and coming to a consensus 
regarding which datum was the most accurate. 
Analytic Plan 
 Effect size calculation 
I calculated effect sizes using Cohen’s d. Cohen’s d is one of several approaches to 
standardizing mean differences. Unlike Glass’ index, Cohen’s d can be calculated using an array 
of inferential statistics including exact t-test and p values, on the other hand, Glass’ index 
requires the variance for the same group across all studies and is more typically used in clinical 
trials with an identified control group (Card, 2013). Furthermore, Cohen’s d is equivalent to 
Hedges’ g in studies with large sample sizes (n > 20) and is a more conservative estimate of 
effect size for studies with a relatively small sample size (Card, 2013). The effect sizes were 
computed by subtracting the mean score for intraracial couples from the mean score for 
interracial couples, divided by the within-groups standard deviation within each study. Positive 
values of d indicated higher relationship satisfaction for interracial relationships compared to 
intraracial relationships. Formulae for converting other inferential statistics into d scores were 
obtained using software from (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). 
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Random-effects models were used to calculate the overall effect sizes. Random-effects 
models are more conservative than fixed-effect models and allow for generalization beyond the 
set of studies included in the meta-analysis as the former assumes that the observed effect sizes 
are part of a distribution of effect sizes as opposed to approximations of a population effect size 
(Rosenthal, 1991). For random-effects models, an aggregate of study effect sizes weighted by the 
inverse of each study’s variance is incorporated in an estimate of between-study variance. To 
calculate mean effect sizes, I used SAS version 9.2.  
 Data coding 
 To test the study research questions and hypotheses, the data were coded in several ways. 
To account for the racial makeup of the couples studied, studies were coded for whether the 
sample examined Black-White, Asian-White, or Latino-White interracial relationships 
exclusively or whether all racial makeups were aggregated. Individual variables were also coded 
for the racial makeup of the intraracial relationships in the study. Each pairing or aggregate was s 
separate variable. Studies were also coded for the average length of the relationship in months. 
For studies that reported a separate average for interracial and intraracial relationships, I 
calculated a weighted average. Studies were also coded for the percentage of married couples in 
the sample. Where indicated, I recorded the year of data collection for each study. For studies 
that did not provide these data a procedure used by Twenge and Crocker (2002) and Oliver and 
Hyde (1993) of subtracting two years from the date of publication was used. Studies were also 
coded based on the geographic location of the participants. Using the categorization used by the 
United States Census Bureau, studies that indicated specific states or geographic location of the 
participants studied were coded as within the Midwest, Northeast, South, or West. Some studies 
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were identified as having a National sample, these included studies that either used a National 
database or reported at least 5% of their sample was from each of the four regions.  
Each study was also coded for the characteristics of the measure of satisfaction used. I coded for 
the dimensionality of the measure used indicating whether it was uni-dimensional or multi-
dimensional. For instruments for which the dimensionality was not clear, I reviewed the original 
scale development publication and examined the instrument items and/or factor structure. For 
studies that reported on a measure of satisfaction that included a subscale for satisfaction (e.g. 
the Dyadic Adjustment Scale) the subscale was used unless only the total score was provided in 
the original study. The studies’ measures were also coded based on the structure of the 
instrument used by recording whether the measure of satisfaction consisted of a single item or 
multiple items. As the final characteristic of the measure of satisfaction used, studies were also 
coded for how satisfaction was conceptualized (e.g., satisfaction, adjustment, marital distress, 
etc.).  
 Ensuring independence 
One of the critical assumptions of meta-analyses is the independence of studies. Reports 
of relationship satisfaction from both partners in a romantic relationship are not independent; 
both partners’ reports of satisfaction are dependent on the same romantic relationship. To treat 
the satisfaction reports of each partner as an independent sample (e.g., male partners and female 
partners) would mask the interdependence of the data and violate the assumption of 
independence in the calculation of effect sizes. Rosenthal and Rubin (1986) proposed that each 
study only contributes one effect size to a meta-analysis in the case of non-independence and that 
the within-study correlations of the multiple measures of the outcome are used to correct the 
estimate of the outcome. Essentially, the within study covariance is used in the meta-analysis 
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rather than the study variance. Unfortunately, few of the studies that qualified for this meta-
analysis reported the correlation between partners on reports of satisfaction and without this 
information or the raw data to calculate the correlation, the Rosenthal and Rubin (1986) method 
was not possible.  
Elsewhere, methodologists have written about using an aggregate representation of a 
dependent measure when non-independence is an issue (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001; Rosenthal, 
1991). The use of an aggregate has been used in Sheeran, Abraham and Orbell (1999) at the 
individual level and by Le and Agnew (2003) at the couple level when investigating relationship 
commitment among couples. I calculated effect sizes using the averages across partners for each 
type of relationships (i.e., reports of satisfaction for men and women in intraracial relationships 
were averaged and compared to reports of satisfaction for men and women in interracial 
relationships). Using this procedure, I also used a corrected n for these studies by reducing the 
sample size to the number of couples rather than the number of individuals. Following this 
procedure, each study contributed only one effect size, as recommended by Rosenthal and Rubin 
(1986); this approach minimized concerns about non-independence, while taking into account 
the interdependent nature of couple data. This procedure is a conservative approach in that it uses 
a smaller n than if partners in a relationship were treated as independent. This procedure was 
favored to an approach that used individual reports of satisfaction as the latter introduces 
unexplained variance in scores and ignores the interdependence of reports of satisfaction. 
2
 
 Moderators and test of heterogeneity 
                                                 
2
 I also conducted the test of effect size difference and moderation using data from the men and women, separately, 
from studies in which couple level data were collected. These results were similar to the analysis using the above 
outlined procedure and a discussion is included in Appendix.  B. Appendices C and D are the generated results from 
the main analyses separated by gender.  
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To test the heterogeneity of the calculated effect sizes, I conducted Cochran’s Q test 
(Cochran, 1954). Cochran’s Q test serves as a significance test of the variability in effect sizes. 
Subsequently, I also computed an I
2
 value as a measure of the magnitude of heterogeneity (0-
100%; Higgins, Thompson, Deeks, & Altman, 2003). A statistically significant Q test in 
conjunction with a reasonable I
2
 value (25% = small, 50% = medium, 75% = large; Heudo-
Medina et al., 2006) would offer support for an exploration of possible moderators. 
To examine likely moderators, I ran several follow-up analyses to the Q test and I
2
 
values.  Categorical moderators (i.e., geographic location of the study, measure of satisfaction, 
racial composition of the couples, and structure of satisfaction measure) were examined using a 
mixed-effects model which combines studies within each subgroup separately using the random-
effects method before comparing effect sizes across groups. Continuous moderators (i.e., 
percentage of White participants, year of data collection, and the average length of the 
relationship) were assessed using random-effects regressions. The effects of continuous 
moderators were interpreted through a regression coefficient, b. 
 Publication bias and outliers 
Publication bias is the potential for the results of a meta-analysis to be skewed because of 
the lack of inclusion of unpublished studies, also known as the file-drawer issue (Card, 2013). I 
used two methods to check for publication bias. I examined the funnel plot and performed the 
trim and fill procedure. Collectively, these two procedures investigate bias that may result from 
published studies that have larger sample and/or effect sizes as indicated by an asymmetrical 
distribution of effect sizes. I also examined the data for outliers or studies that have extreme 
influence on the calculations of the overall effect size using the sample-adjusted meta-analytic 
deviancy statistic (Huffcutt & Arthur, 1995).  
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
Preliminary Analysis 
Tables 3a – 3d include descriptive information regarding the 28 samples that were 
included in the meta-analyses as well as their calculated effect sizes. Within the k = 28 studies, 
16,987 individuals/couples in intraracial relationships and 2,392 individuals/couples in 
interracial relationships contributed to the study. Effect sizes of the sample ranged from d = -.42 
to d = .60. The majority of the effect sizes included the null hypothesis of no difference in 
satisfaction, k = 19, (i.e., 0 is included in the 95% confidence interval; Figure 1). Prior to testing 
the hypotheses and research questions, I examined the nature of the data in terms of 
heterogeneity, publication bias and outliers. The test of heterogeneity of effect sizes indicated 
that there was a significant amount of variability in observed effect sizes, x
2
(27) = 55.36, p 
=.001, and that a considerable amount of the observed variance could be attributed to between 
study variance, I
2
 = 51.2%, indicating a medium amount of variability as outlined in (Card, 
2013). I observed the funnel plots of effect size and sample size and used the trim and fill 
procedure to check for publication bias. I examined the funnel plot (Figure 3) and performed the 
trim and fill procedure using SAS macros provided by (Rendina-Gobioff & Kromrey, 2014). 
There was no evidence to suggest publication bias as the funnel plot appeared symmetrical and 
the trim and fill procedure suggested no bias based on sample size within each k.  
To test whether there were outliers in the current study, I examined the scree plot of 
Figure 3. Of the two potential outliers identified, Hohmann-Marriot and Amato (2008c) was one 
of four samples from the authors and did not differ significantly from the other three samples and 
the other, Troy et al. (2006), reported a significantly larger effect size in favor of interracial 
relationships than most studies. Upon further examination, Troy et al. (2006) was 
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methodologically similar to many studies in that it used data from both partners and used a 
unidimensional measure of satisfaction. I removed the outliers from the sample and recalculated 
the test of heterogeneity and found that substantial between study variance was still in the sample 
χ2(25) = 48.74, p = .003. I did not exclude the two studies from the analyses as the heterogeneity 
test did not indicate their inclusion altered the variability of the overall sample. 
Tests of Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 The inferential tests for differences between intraracial and interracial relationships on 
satisfaction were conducted using the PROC MIXED procedure in SAS 9.2. In each of the 
analyses, the observed effect size was regressed on the variable of interest. For continuous 
moderators such as year of data collection and percentage of women in the study, the regression 
coefficient b was tested for significant departure from zero (meta-regression). For categorical 
variables such as geographic region or racial composition of the couple, a reference group is 
identified and its effect size is presented as well as statistics for b which indicates the deviation 
from the effect size of the reference group. In these analyses, the difference between the 
reference group is tested for significance. 
Research Question 1: Is there a difference in relationship satisfaction between interracial 
and intraracial relationships? If so, what is the size of the difference? Results indicated there 
was no difference in satisfaction between intraracial and interracial relationships d = -.06, CI [-
0.17, 0.05]. Although, no significant difference in overall effect size was found, analysis of 
moderators and tests of the remaining research questions and hypotheses were performed given 
the amount of heterogeneity in the sample. 
Hypothesis 1: The effect size of relationship type differs for studies comparing Black-
White interracial couples to intraracial couples than the effect size of studies comparing Latino-
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White interracial couples to intraracial couples. Due to the comparable number of studies that 
exclusively explored Asian-White interracial relationships, comparisons of Asian-White 
interracial relationships were also included in the analysis. Two dummy coded variables were 
created, one for studies that examined Black-White interracial relationships and another for 
studies that examined Asian-White interracial relationships. These variables were entered into a 
regression predicting effect size for the n = 13 studies that included specific racial comparisons 
using SAS 9.2. In this analysis, studies that examined Latino-White interracial relationships were 
the reference group. Because of the dummy coding of the variables, the effect size for Latino-
White comparisons is the intercept for the model. Table 4 documents the results of this analysis. 
The regression weights of the dummy coded variables for racial comparison are included in the 
first column of results for the test of moderation.  They indicated that studies that examined 
Latino interracial relationships (k =4) had a b = -.02 (SE = 0.06); this number is also the estimate 
of effect size. It suggests greater satisfaction in intraracial relationships, though this conclusion is 
not statistically significant. For the comparison groups (Black interracial and Asian interracial) 
the b column is read as the difference in effect size compared to the reference group of Latino 
interracial relationships. The subsequent columns indicate standard error the observed effect size 
(the sum of the b’s for the reference group and comparison group) followed by the 95% CI for 
the effect size. As such, for studies that examined Black interracial relationships, the b indicates 
that effect of relationship type was .04 greater than that of Latino interracial relationships and 
that in studies examining Asian interracial relationships the effect size was .11 smaller than that 
observed in Latino interracial relationships. Descriptively, the effect sizes for type of interracial 
relationship were different; however neither comparison of the type of interracial relationship 
yielded significant results.   
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Hypothesis 2: The effect size of relationship type will be smaller as the average length of 
the relationships increases. I regressed the effect size onto the average length of participant 
relationship for the k = 11 studies that provided this information. Analyses indicated that 
relationship length was not a significant predictor of differences in relationship satisfaction 
(Table 4).  
Research Question 2: Is there a relationship between the year of data collection and 
effect size? Few studies reported explicit information regarding the year of data collection (k =5). 
As indicated in Table 4, the year of data collection was not a significant predictor of differences 
in relationship satisfaction based on relationship type, b < .01 (SE = 0.01), p >.05.  
Research Question 3: Is there a difference in effect size based on the geographic location 
of the sample studied? For this analysis, nine studies used samples residing in the Western 
United States, six used national samples that represented states from each of the four geographic 
regions, and one study was conducted using participants exclusively from the U.S. Northeast or 
South region. Similar to the analysis used in the test of Hypothesis 1, several dummy coded 
variables were used, one for each region of the United States. Studies that used a national sample 
were the reference group in this analysis. Results indicated that studies with national samples 
reported a significant difference in satisfaction in intraracial and interracial relationships, d = -
.14, CI [-.23, -.05]. The analysis also revealed that studies conducted in the West were not 
significantly different than national studies b = .08, p  > .05, but that studies conducted in other 
areas of the U.S. (i.e. the South and Northeast) were significantly different than those studies that 
included a national sample, b = .54, p  < .05. The two studies conducted in either the South or 
Northeast reported greater satisfaction in interracial relationships compared to intraracial 
relationships, d = .40, CI [.25, .82]. These results suggest that geographic location influences the 
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comparison of intraracial and interracial relationships on satisfaction such that, broadly, there is 
a difference that favors intraracial relationships; however, there is variation across geographic 
locations.  
Research Question 4: Is the observed effect size moderated by the characteristics of the 
satisfaction measurement used? Several tests of measurement were conducted. To assess 
whether the structure of the satisfaction measure used altered the observed effect sizes, I 
compared the effect size of studies using unidimensional measures of satisfaction to those using 
multidimensional measures. SAS PROC MIXED was used in this analysis and effect size was 
regressed on dimensionality of the scale used with multidimensional studies identified as the 
reference group. As indicated in Table 4, studies using multidimensional scales tended to report 
greater satisfaction among those in intraracial relationships; however this trend was not 
significant. Furthermore, the effect size of studies using unidimensional measures of satisfaction 
did not differ from those that used multidimensional measures, b = .06, (SE = 0.11), t = .58.  
I tested the characteristics of measurement among the studies in two additional ways. I 
investigated both the structure of the measure – that is, the number of items that were included, 
and the conceptualization of the measure of satisfaction (e.g., satisfaction versus adjustment 
versus other). Two additional models were conducted for these analyses. To examine if the 
structure of the satisfaction scale used moderated effect sizes, I regressed effect size on a variable 
dummy coded for structure; single-item measures were the reference group.  In examining the 
structure of the measure, I compared the k = 5 studies that used a single item measure of 
relationship satisfaction to those that assessed satisfaction using at least three items (k=23), 
studies using single item measures were the reference group. As indicated in Table 3, no 
significant differences were found in effect size for single-item compared to multiple-item 
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measures. Furthermore, both levels of the moderator included the null within the 95% CI.  I also 
examined the impact of the conceptualization of satisfaction in a separate analysis by regressing 
effect size on conceptualization. Satisfaction conceptualization was also dummy coded based on 
three levels; those studies that conceptualized satisfaction as marital adjustment using a version 
of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976), studies whose measure of satisfaction was 
conceptualized as satisfaction, and other (e.g., lack of marital distress). Studies that 
conceptualized satisfaction as such were the reference group. Analyses indicated that there was 
no impact of conceptualization on effect sizes comparing interracial and intraracial relationships 
(Table 4).  
Research Question 5: Is there a relationship between effect size and the percentage of 
White participants in the study? In the final test, I regressed the sample effect size on the 
percentage of White participants in the sample. This analyses found that the percentage of White 
participants in the sample had no implications for the magnitude and direction of the observed 
effect size (Table 4), suggesting that observed differences in satisfaction for White partners in 
interracial relationships compared to intraracial relationships is equivalent for those of people of 
color. 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 
Whether there are differences in satisfaction between intraracial and interracial 
relationships has been a topic that many researchers have investigated. There is support for every 
conclusion possible for a between group comparison. Scholars have found no difference in 
reports of satisfaction based on relationship type. Researchers have also provided evidence that 
either type of relationship (intraracial or interracial) is more satisfying than the other. A critical 
gap in the literature has been the systematic integration of theory into an investigation as to why 
a difference in satisfaction may be expected. The aim of this investigation was to determine if 
such a difference exists. Despite historical theories that suggest interracial relationships are less 
satisfying than intraracial relationships and implicit assumptions to this effect, there were no 
overall differences in relationship satisfaction. This finding was consistently supported when a 
social exchange framework that highlighted the cost of a loss of social approval and greater 
social opposition was applied in the investigation of moderators. The broader conclusion is 
consistent with Johns et al. (2009) and Jeong and Horne (2009) and other individual studies that 
conclude no differences between intraracial and interracial relationships. Additionally, the 
majority of the study effect sizes were very small d < .20 and the null effect was included in the 
95% CI, indicating that any reported differences were just as likely a result of chance as they 
were of real group differences. With the integration of a theoretical framework, the current 
investigation addresses the assumptions of disconnected research. What follows is an integration 
of the results of the different levels of moderators into the extant literature, followed by a 
discussion of the implications and limitations of the current study.  
There is evidence in the extant research to warrant each hypothesis and research question 
posed. However, the overall test and all except one test of moderation (geographic location) 
41 
 
found no difference in relationship satisfaction. A social exchange framework can still be useful 
in explaining the results here. Central to SET is the assumption that individuals are rational and 
that they will seek the choice that provides them with the best outcome. Partners in romantic 
relationships have already considered the costs and rewards of the relationship and weighted 
each accordingly. Thus, a person in an interracial relationship is likely aware of the loss of social 
approval and may weigh this loss less than other costs and benefits. Within a social exchange 
framework, the cost associated with the opposition for being in an interracial relationship, be it 
because of one’s own race, the composition of the couple or most other conditions studied here, 
may matter, but not enough to result in consistent differences in satisfaction compared to 
intraracial relationships. 
The finding of no difference in satisfaction across relationship type is not insignificant 
and has several implications for this area of research. The most important contribution to the 
literature is that it challenges a longstanding paradigm in relationship research. For years, 
researchers have operated on several assumptions regarding interracial relationships that posit 
poorer functioning compared to intraracial relationships. These assumptions have led to implicit 
explanations of phenomenon such as higher dissolution rate among interracial relationships as a 
result of differences in satisfaction brought on by social opposition (Lewis, 1973). Which in turn 
spawned a period of time in which researchers challenged these assumptions by normalizing 
interracial relationships sometimes claiming no difference at all. The current study takes into 
account the different lived experiences of interracial and intraracial couples through the precise 
application of a theoretical framework and concluded that there is no overall difference. 
Researchers in this area should be intrigued that a subset of the population that faces opposition 
to their relationship can not only persevere through the disapproval, but can also fair as well as 
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those who do not face similar challenges. Furthermore, researchers should be curious about why, 
despite similar levels of satisfaction, do interracial relationships dissolve more frequently than 
intraracial relationships.  
 Although, this specific application of a social exchange framework could not explain the 
variance in conclusions around reports of satisfaction, it does not exclude the framework as a 
viable one to understand satisfaction and other processes within interracial relationships. In the 
current study, I focused on a specific cost to interracial relationships, loss of social support.  
However, several other costs are also worth consideration. For example, interracial couples tend 
to comprised of partners who are less educated, have lower earning potential, and typically have 
a lower socioeconomic status compared to White intraracial couples – sometimes attributed to 
racial disparities in income (Hohmann-Marriot & Amato, 2008). Researchers have found that 
socio-economic status and income are positive predictors of relationship satisfaction. Given this 
body of evidence, the income level or socioeconomic status of study samples can be a critical 
characteristic to explore. Conversely, one can also investigate whether there are differences in 
the ideal relationship or the comparison level of those in intraracial and interracial relationships. 
This sort of investigation is also consistent with a social exchange framework and has 
implications for reports of satisfaction. 
Given the multitude of ways that a social exchange framework can still be applied to 
understanding relationship satisfaction and the capability of many interracial relationships to 
persevere despite costs, the critical next steps for researchers in this area is to explore interracial 
relationships outside of a comparison to intraracial relationships to understand satisfaction or 
other relationship phenomena such as stability or resilience.  
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The one only difference in reports of satisfaction was based on geographic location. 
Studies that used national samples found that intraracial relationships were more satisfied in their 
relationships than those in interracial relationships yet studies conducted in either the US South 
or Northeast report greater satisfaction in interracial relationship compared to intraracial 
relationships. These results are consistent with Yancey’s (2002) investigation that found there 
was significant opposition to interracial relationships and geographical differences in prevalence 
of interracial dating. However, the finding that studies from the South and Northeast reported 
greater satisfaction in interracial is inconsistent with previous research. Yancey (2002) reported 
that the Southern U.S. had a lesser prevalence of interracial relationships.  
The use of theory in the current study suggests that the lower prevalence of interracial 
relationships is a result of less acceptance and thus a greater social cost for entering into an 
interracial relationship. Use of the social exchange framework predicts a greater difference in 
satisfaction between intraracial and interracial in the Southern U.S. in favor of intraracial 
relationships and not greater satisfaction in interracial relationships. The inconsistency may be a 
result of the racial composition of the studies included in the meta-analysis and Yancey (2002). 
Troy et al. (2006) was the lone study in the Southern U.S. and reported an effect size of .42 and 
only examined Latino-White interracial couples. Yancey (2002) did not differentiate between 
different racial compositions in his national study. The added layer of specificity offers a 
potential explanation to the inconsistencies between the extant literature and the current study. 
Additionally, the community from which the Troy et al. (2006) sample was drawn was 
predominately Latino. Although, conclusions cannot be drawn about the racial make-up of all of 
the communities of the other studies, it is likely that the dynamic of interracial relationships is 
quite different when Whites are the numerical minority. The conclusions drawn from national 
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samples are also important. By far the samples within these studies were the largest and the most 
diverse and therefore the most generalizable. The effect size of .14 suggests a very small 
difference in satisfaction in favor of the intraracial relationships. Though significant, the practical 
implications are negligible. Furthermore, the broad sweeping conclusions that are reached using 
these studies are likely the result of the power of a few studies with several thousand participants 
to detect small differences as the overall effect was insignificant. Nonetheless, the use of single 
item and unidimensional measures of satisfaction in the nationals study offer support for Fink 
and Rogge’s (2007) conclusion that bigger, more complex conceptualizations of satisfaction are 
not necessarily better. 
Individual Level Moderator 
The race of participants surveyed did not affect observed differences in intraracial and 
interracial relationships. The meta-regression of effect size on percentage of White participants 
indicated no effect, suggesting that the similarity in satisfaction for intraracial and interracial 
relationships is consistent whether researchers were investigating primarily White participants or 
people of color. These results are not consistent with existing research such as Hohmann-Marriot 
and Amato (2008) who found racial differences in reports of satisfaction with Black participants 
reporting less satisfaction. The divergent conclusions made here can be attributed to the inclusion 
of additional studies to Hohmann-Marriot and Amato (2008) in the analyses. As demonstrated in 
the results of the geographic location analyses, the impact of the inclusion of regional studies is 
not an insignificant one. Compared to the national samples of Hohmann-Marriot and Amato, 
regional studies are more likely to include multidimensional measures and more varied 
conceptualizations of satisfaction. The introduction of variability is precisely why the conclusion 
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drawn from an aggregate can be different than that drawn from a few, though nationally 
representative, samples.  
That the race of the participants did not have an impact on comparisons in satisfaction is 
also counter to existing literature in at least one other way. It has been argued here, and by others 
that the prevalence of romantic relationships across racial lines are a barometer of social 
approval and positive relations between groups (Yancey, 2002). The extent to which there are 
intergroup relationships within one’s own group implies greater acceptance within that 
community. Jayson (2012), Passel et al. (2010) and others have documented that racial 
differences in the rate of interracial relationships with people of color demonstrating greater rates 
than Whites. Within the social exchange framework of the current study, the relatively higher 
prevalence implies greater acceptance and a lower cost associated with being in an interracial 
relationship for people of color and lower satisfaction. That the current study does not support an 
impact of race on comparisons of satisfaction does not mean that the social exchange framework 
is not applicable, but rather may be an indication that the relationship may be moderated by a 
more direct account of social acceptance. The ambiguity of the connection between race and 
reports of satisfaction in interracial relationships compliments the lack of consensus in the extant 
literature on perceptions and acceptance of interracial relationships across racial groups (Knox, 
Zusman, Buffington, & Hemphill, 2000; Field, Kimuna, & Strauss, 2013). Alternatively, it may 
be that there is no difference in acceptance of interracial relationships across racial groups and 
thus the costs of entering into these relationships is similar for members of different racial 
groups. If such were the case, then racial comparisons at the individual level would not result in 
differences in satisfaction. Further research is needed in this area.  
Dyadic Level Moderators 
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The investigation into dyadic level moderators also suggested no significant differences. 
Hypothesis 1 asserted that differences in satisfaction for Black-White relationships would be 
different than those in Latino-White relationships because of the social distancing between the 
racial groups. Despite research that suggests Black-White interracial relationships are the most 
socially contested (Yancey, 2002) and the fact that there are significantly more Latino-White 
compared to Black-White relationships, there were no differences in the effect size of Black-
White and same race relationships compared to the effect size of studies comparing Latino-
White and same race relationships. The mean effect size of difference in satisfaction between 
intraracial Asian and White relationships compared to Asian-White relationships, though 
descriptively larger than Black and Latino intraracial and interracial relationships, was also 
insignificant.  
My findings here are interesting in light of the extant research. The assertion that the 
racial groups that comprise an interracial union has implications for relationship satisfaction is 
supported by the research of Hohmann-Marriot (2008), and Yancey (2002). However, the 
explicit comparisons of racial pairings bare no significant results. The null findings here can be 
attributed, at least in part, to the characteristics of the studies that were included in the analyses. 
The majority of the studies that indicated a specific racial pairing were located in the West region 
of the United States. The geographic location analyses indicated that there were no differences in 
this geographic region. Furthermore, research on the impact of racial composition is not clear as 
national studies suggest that non-White interracial relationships may be more dissatisfied than 
interracial relationships with one White partner (Bratter & Eschbach, 2006). This pattern of 
results challenges the utility of social distancing in understanding satisfaction in interracial 
relationships. Through the lens of a social exchange framework, these results suggest that the 
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cost of a loss of social acceptance as a function of couple racial composition may not have an 
impact on relationship satisfaction. Additionally, conclusions about differences between 
intraracial and interracial relationships did not differ based on the length of the relationship, 
despite research that suggests that the trajectory of intrarcial and interracial couples’ reports of 
critical relationship variables differs at earlier stages of the relationship (Brooks & Ogolsky, 
2014).  
Environmental Level Moderators 
The tests of the two environmental moderators offered mixed support for differences in 
satisfaction for intraracial and interracial relationships. Whereas the investigation of geographic 
location was significant, analysis of the impact of year of data collection indicated that when the 
study was conducted had no impact on the effect of relationship type on relationship satisfaction. 
This finding challenges the assumption that because interracial relationships have become more 
prevalent and are more socially acceptable satisfaction in these relationships has increased 
relative to intraracial relationships that never experienced such social opposition. The results 
from the test of time as a moderator suggests there never was a difference in satisfaction based 
on relationship type and that this has not changed.  
Methodological Level Moderators 
Several tests investigated the effect of methodology on observed differences in intraracial 
and interracial relationships, specifically the characteristics of the measure of satisfaction. 
Mixed-effects model analysis indicated that the structure of the measure of satisfaction used, the 
conceptualization of satisfaction, as well as the actual measure of satisfaction used each did not 
have an effect on observed effect sizes. Although there were differences in measurement across 
the studies, these differences had no impact on effect size. This is consistent with Funk and 
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Rogge (2007) whose use of item-response theory showed that the length and complexity of 
measures of satisfaction, such as the Dyadic Adjustment Scale, does not have a statistical impact 
on the ability to measure the construct or identify differences between groups. 
Limitations 
The current study has contributed useful information to research on interracial 
relationships; however it is not without its limits. One noteworthy limitation is limited variability 
in several moderators examined within the study. Some of the restriction is a result of researchers 
not reporting or collecting data on variables of interest such as the average length of the 
relationship that participants were reporting on or the geographic location of where the study was 
conducted. The majority of the located studies did not report length or relationship; limiting the 
results from the corresponding meta-regression. However, there was a significant range in the 
length of relationships within the studies that were tested. Relationships ranged from six month 
dating relationships to samples of relationships that were married for over 10 years on average; 
this variability adds confidence to the conclusions drawn from this set of analyses. Also, there 
were only two studies that reported on populations outside of the U.S. West, as such the 
conclusions drawn from those analyses offer an incomplete picture. 
Other concerns about the variability in moderators included year of data collection. The 
year of data collection represented a span of 20 years. A stronger test of the impact of year of 
data collection would include years in which opposition to interracial relationships was more 
normative and negative theorizing about interracial relationships was at its height (e.g., times 
prior to and immediately following the era of anti-miscegenation laws; see Foeman and Nance, 
1998 for a review). Unfortunately, no studies from this time period met the criteria for inclusion 
in the current study. Similarly, the majority of the studies did not differentiate the racial 
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composition of the relationships studied, thus limiting the test for the impact of racial 
composition.  
Another limitation of the current study is the number of published studies included in the 
analysis. The implications of having fewer published studies is indirect in that publication status 
is often an indicator of a sample size which is critical to calculating standard error and 
subsequently effect sizes and confidence intervals. The studies whose effect size did not include 
the null of no statistically significant difference were more likely to be published in peer-
reviewed journals and reported that intraracial relationships were more satisfied than interracial 
relationships. Furthermore, these studies were also the national studies with large numbers of 
participants that drove the test of differences in based on geographic location.  
A potential reason for the lower number of published studies is that peer-reviewed studies 
that qualified for the meta-analyses were missed because their abstracts did not pass the first 
level of screening. This may have been the case if satisfaction was not central to researchers’ 
investigation and were not included in the abstract although it was measured. It is also possible 
that researchers found no significant differences in their investigation and chose not to provide 
this information in their abstract. Although some relevant studies may not have been included in 
the analyses, the choice to use a random-effects model allows for the generalization of these 
results to studies outside of the meta-analysis. Furthermore, the importance of locating 
unpublished studies is to reduce publication bias and obtain the most representative effect size 
possible.  
Despite the lack of variability in the tested moderators, statistical tests indicated that there 
was a sizeable amount of heterogeneity in effect sizes, suggesting that there are between study 
variables that can account for nearly half of the variability in effect sizes. The only test that 
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offers any explanation of the variation is the test of geographic location and without more 
significant moderators, the inability to explain substantial variation is a limitation of the results 
found here. 
Implications 
Differential levels of social opposition - in the form of stares, racist remarks, or being 
made to feel unwelcome – for intraracial and interracial relationships are well documented in 
qualitative (Hibbler & Shinew, 2002; Killian, 2013) research and are often alluded to in the 
introduction and discussion of quantitative research as having implications for relationship 
satisfaction. However, results from the current study suggest that existing literature does not, 
collectively, support these assertions. Several of the moderators in the current study served as a 
proxy for social opposition: year of data collection, geographic location, percentage of White 
participants, and racial composition of the couple. Although these tests of moderation were not 
an exact substitute for explicitly connecting perceived opposition to differences in relationship 
satisfaction, collectively they suggest that the assumption of greater societal disapproval equals 
less satisfaction is untrue despite its perpetual use in research and even its ongoing presence in 
the narratives of interracial couples. At the very least, the current study challenges researchers to 
reconsider whether there are implications of social opposition for interracial relationships and 
whether that leads to a decrease in satisfaction. 
This study also challenges the utility of investigating relationship satisfaction to 
understand the differential dissolution rates on intraracial compared to interracial relationships. 
A social exchange framework suggests that satisfaction, in tandem with perceptions of 
alternatives, plays a critical role in partners’ dependence on a relationship and subsequently the 
stability of the relationship. This theory, in combination with assumptions of a negative impact 
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of social opposition on relationship satisfaction in interracial relationships, have led some to 
conclude that differences in satisfaction between intraracial and interracial  relationships may 
account, in part, for the higher dissolution rate in interracial relationships (Fu et al., 2001). The 
current study indicates the finding of no difference in satisfaction was robust to the test of several 
moderators. Researchers interested in using satisfaction to explore differential relationship 
dissolution rates may find the use of group level differences in reported satisfaction fruitless 
given the current study. Instead, researchers should investigate whether satisfaction in a romantic 
relationship has a differential impact on relationship stability for intraracial versus interracial 
relationships (e.g., is satisfaction a more powerful predictor of relationship stability for 
intraracial compared to interracial relationships). Such research would have implications for 
clinical interventions aimed to reduce the dissolution rate among interracial couples. 
These results have additional implications for the use of a social exchange framework in 
the study of interracial relationships. Investigating comparison levels of alternatives to the 
current relationship is a critical next step for research using this framework in the study of 
interracial relationships. It may be that social opposition to interracial relationships does not 
matter for levels of satisfaction, but it may make some alternatives, such as a relationship with a 
same race partner, more appealing. Understanding how partners in interracial relationships 
assess their alternatives will add another valuable piece to the puzzle of understanding the 
processes within interracial relationships. 
The robustness of the finding of no statistically significant difference in satisfaction to 
different methodological choices also has important implications. Although, satisfaction in 
relationships has been conceptualized and measured in different ways, conclusions from this 
study indicate that measurement is of little consequence when examining potential differences 
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between intraracial and interracial relationships. This finding is important in that it can allow 
researchers to more confidently generalize their research findings related to satisfaction to 
interracial relationships when researchers’ samples are predominately intraracial relationships. 
Furthermore, it allows for flexibility in measurement choice if extenuating circumstances require 
the use of less sophisticated assessments of relationship satisfaction. 
Finally, the current study compliments the work of many scholars whose research has 
undermined conceptualizations of interracial relationships as inherently inferior to intraracial 
relationships. Individuals and couples in interracial relationships are as satisfied as those in 
intraracial relationships, despite researchers’ expectations and partners’ experiences of social 
opposition. The summative nature of this study serves as an impetus to move research in this 
area forward. Scholars on interracial relationships have moved past the deficit model of historical 
investigations, and the push for legitimacy and equivalence to intraracial relationships has been 
made here and elsewhere. Future work should use strength-based frameworks to deepen our 
understanding of interracial relationships. Identifying the resilience factors of interracial 
relationships that lead to equivalent levels of satisfaction as intraracial relationships despite 
experiences of social opposition is an important next step this line of research. 
Conclusion 
The current study found that there is no difference in relationship satisfaction between 
intraracial and interracial relationships. Similarity in relationship satisfaction was found across 
most investigated moderators (i.e.,  racial composition, length of relationship, year of data 
collection, measurement variation, and percentage of White participants) indicating that no 
statistically significant differences were found when considering racial composition of the couple 
or the type of satisfaction measure used, among other variables. These results challenge implicit 
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assumptions that partners in interracial relationships are less satisfied because of greater social 
opposition, and complement existing research that legitimizes interracial relationships. Although 
there are concerns about the variability within moderators, the current study can support future 
investigations of strengths in interracial relationships. 
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TABLES 
 
Table 1 
Incidence of Divorce within 10 years (Reproduced from Bratter and King, 2008) 
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Table 2 
Geographic Location by Region based on United States Census 
Region Included States 
  
Midwest Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, 
Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, 
Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin 
  
Northeast Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts,  
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont 
  
South Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Columbia, 
Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, 
Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, 
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia 
  
West Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, 
Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, 
New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington 
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Table 3a 
Individual Level Descriptive Statistics and Effect Size of Included Studies 
          95% CI 
Authors N Intraracial 
Relationships 
N Interracial 
Relationship 
Publication 
Status 
% Women in 
Sample 
% White 
Participants 
in Sample 
Effect  
Size (d) 
LL UL 
Asido (2002) 58 35 Unpublished 50.00 55.9 -.42 -.72 -.12 
Chan (1998) 107  55 Unpublished 48.50 46.6 .18 -.05 .41 
Direso (2008) 32 33 Unpublished 50.00 - .35 .01 .70 
Fu, Tora, & Kendall 
(2001) 
86 55 Published 52.50 39.4 -.31 -.55 -.06 
Galloway (2011) 113 75 Unpublished 100.00 0.0 .06 -.23 .36 
Guner (2000) 124 62 Unpublished 50.00 50.0 -.45 -.76 -.14 
Gurung and Duong 
(1999) 
56 75 Published 75.60 35.1 -.06 -.41 .28 
Hohmann-Marriott 
and Amato (2008a) 
Men 
5625 305 Published 50.00 - -.12 -.24 .00 
Hohmann-Marriott 
and Amato (2008a) 
Women 
5625 305 Published 50.00 - -.15 -.27 -.03 
Hohmann-Marriott 
and Amato (2008b) 
Men 
2058 362 Published 50.00 - -.25 -.37 -.13 
Hohmann-Marriott 
and Amato (2008b) 
Women 
2058 362 Published 50.00 - -.04 -.16 .08 
Jansezian (2000) 
Women 
- - Unpublished 0.00 9.2 .04 -.59 .66 
Jansezian (2000) 
Men 
- - Unpublished 48.30 9.2 -.47 -1.08 .13 
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Table 3a (cont.) 
 
Johns, Newcomb, 
Johnson, and 
Bradbury (2007) 
102 28 Published 50.00 76.2 .06 -.24 .36 
Kohn (2001) 75 75 Unpublished 50.00 - -.47 -.72 -.21 
Lande (2007) 74 41 Unpublished - 58.3 .12 -.27 .50 
Lantsman (2003) 27 28 Unpublished 50.00 46.4 .28 -.09 .66 
La Taillade (2000) 31 20 Unpublished 50.00 52.9 .27 -.52 .22 
Lee (2009) 9 69 Unpublished 50.00 48.1 -.52 -.87 -.17 
Lee (2013) - - Unpublished 56.50 26.1 -.02 -.41 .41 
Muller (2004) 80 40 Unpublished 50.00 50.0 -.11 -.37 .16 
Naratadam (2005) 15 19 Unpublished 50.00 - .67 .18 1.16 
Negy and Snyder 
(2000) 
72 141 Published 50.00 47.9 -.07 -.27 .13 
Reiter (2008) 195 57 Unpublished 82.50 71.4 -.23 -.52 .07 
Shibazaki and 
Brennan (1998) 
56 44 Published 74.00 56.0 -.17 -.57 .23 
Stevenson94 37 15 Unpublished 50.00 56.7 -.11 -.49 .36 
Troy, Lewis-Smith, 
and Laurenceau 
(2006) 
86 32 Published 50.00 43.2 .46 .17 .75 
Wu (2012) 186 59 Unpublished 66.90 45.3 .13 -.17 .41 
         
Note. Coefficients represent random-effects models. Cohen’s d; CI = Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Limit and UL = Upper Limit. 
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Table 3b 
Dyadic Level Descriptive Statistics and Effect Size of Included Studies 
  95% CI 
Authors N Intraracial 
Relationships 
N Interracial 
Relationship 
Publication 
Status 
Relationship 
Length 
(Months) 
Interracial Type Effect 
Size (d) 
LL UL 
Asido (2002) 58 35 Unpublished 24.73 - -.42 -.72 -.12 
Chan (1998) 107  55 Unpublished - Asian-White .18 -.05 .41 
Direso (2008) 32 33 Unpublished 20.31 Black-White .35 .01 .70 
Fu, Tora, & 
Kendall (2001) 
86 55 Published - Asian-White -.31 -.55 -.06 
Galloway (2011) 113 75 Unpublished 89.00 Latino-White .06 -.23 .36 
Guner (2000) 124 62 Unpublished - Black-White -.45 -.76 -.14 
Gurung and 
Duong (1999) 
56 75 Published 15.87 - -.06 -.41 .28 
Hohmann-
Marriott and 
Amato (2008a) 
Men 
5625 305 Published - - -.12 -.24 .00 
Hohmann-
Marriott and 
Amato (2008a) 
Women 
5625 305 Published - - -.15 -.27 -.03 
Hohmann-
Marriott and 
Amato (2008b) 
Men 
2058 362 Published - - -.25 -.37 -.13 
Hohmann-
Marriott and 
Amato (2008b) 
Women 
2058 362 Published - - -.04 -.16 .08 
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Table 3b(cont.) 
Jansezian (2000) 
Women 
- - Unpublished - - .04 -.59 .66 
Jansezian (2000) 
Men 
- - Unpublished - - -.47 -1.08 .13 
Johns, 
Newcomb, 
Johnson, and 
Bradbury (2007) 
102 28 Published 6.00 Latino-White .06 -.24 .36 
Kohn (2001) 75 75 Unpublished 44.05 - -.47 -.72 -.21 
Lande (2007) 74 41 Unpublished 99.60 Asian-White .12 -.27 .50 
Lantsman (2003) 27 28 Unpublished 21.76 - .28 -.09 .66 
La Taillade 
(2000) 
31 20 Unpublished 159.84 Black-White .27 -.52 .22 
Lee (2009) 9 69 Unpublished - Asian-White -.52 -.87 -.17 
Lee (2013) - - Unpublished - Asian-White -.02 -.41 .41 
Muller (2004) 80 40 Unpublished 194.12 Latino-White -.11 -.37 .16 
Naratadam 
(2005) 
15 19 Unpublished - - .67 .18 1.16 
Negy and Snyder 
(2000) 
72 141 Published - Latino-White -.07 -.27 .13 
Reiter (2008) 195 57 Unpublished 95.00 - -.23 -.52 .07 
Shibazaki and 
Brennan (1998) 
56 44 Published - - -.17 -.57 .23 
Stevenson94 37 15 Unpublished - Black-White -.11 -.49 .36 
Troy, Lewis-
Smith, and 
Laurenceau 
(2006) 
86 32 Published 15.57 - .46 .17 .75 
Wu (2012) 186 59 Unpublished - - .13 -.17 .41 
         
Note. Relationship Type = racial composition of interracial relationship studied Cohen’s d; CI = Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Limit and UL = Upper Limit. 
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Table 3c 
Environmental Level Descriptive Statistics and Effect Size of Included Studies 
      95% CI 
Authors N Intraracial 
Relationships 
N Interracial 
Relationships 
Status Geographic 
Location 
Year of Data 
Collection 
Effect 
Size (d) 
LL UL 
Asido (2002) 58 35 Unpublished - 2000 -.42 -.72 -.12 
Chan (1998) 107 55 Unpublished - 1995 .18 -.05 .41 
Direso (2008) 32 33 Unpublished - 2007 .35 .01 .70 
Fu, Tora, & Kendall 
(2001) 
86 55 Published West 2006 -.31 -.55 -.06 
Galloway (2011) 113 75 Unpublished - 2009 .06 -.23 .36 
Guner (2000) 124 62 Unpublished - 1997 -.45 -.76 -.14 
Gurung and Duong 
(1999) 
56 75 Published West 1997 -.06 -.41 .28 
Hohmann-Marriott and 
Amato (2008a) Men 
5625 305 Published National 1988 -.12 -.24 .00 
Hohmann-Marriott and 
Amato (2008a) Women 
5625 305 Published National 1988 -.15 -.27 -.03 
Hohmann-Marriott and 
Amato (2008b) Men 
2058 362 Published National 2000 -.25 -.37 -.13 
Hohmann-Marriott and 
Amato (2008b) Women 
2058 362 Published National 2000 -.04 -.16 .08 
Jansezian (2000) 
Women 
- - Unpublished West 1998 .04 -.59 .66 
Jansezian (2000) Men  -  - Unpublished West 1998 -.47 -1.08 .13 
Johns, Newcomb, 
Johnson, and Bradbury 
(2007) 
102 28 Published West 1993 .06 -.24 .36 
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Table 3c (cont.) 
Kohn (2001) 75 75 Unpublished - 1998 -.47 -.72 -.21 
Lande (2007) 74 41 Unpublished - 2005 .12 -.27 .50 
Lantsman (2003) 27 28 Unpublished Northeast 2001 .28 -.09 .66 
La Taillade (2000) 31 20 Unpublished West 1997 .27 -.52 .22 
Lee (2009) 9 69 Unpublished - 2008 -.52 -.87 -.17 
Lee (2013) - - Unpublished National   -.02 -.41 .41 
Muller (2004) 80 40 Unpublished National 2002 -.11 -.37 .16 
Naratadam (2005) 15 19 Unpublished - 2005 .67 .18 1.16 
Negy and Snyder (2000) 72 141 Published - 1998 -.07 -.27 .13 
Reiter (2008) 195 57 Unpublished National 2006 -.23 -.52 .07 
Shibazaki and Brennan 
(1998) 
56 44 Published West 1996 -.17 -.57 .23 
Stevenson94 37 15 Unpublished West 1992 -.11 -.49 .36 
Troy, Lewis-Smith, and 
Laurenceau (2006) 
86 32 Published South 2004 .46 .17 .75 
Wu (2012) 186 59 Unpublished West 2010 .13 -.17 .41 
         
Note. Geographic Location = United States region in which data were collected Cohen’s d; CI = Confidence Interval; LL = Lower 
Limit and UL = Upper Limit. 
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Table 3d 
Methodological Level Descriptive Statistics and Effect Size of Included Studies 
         95% CI 
Authors N Intraracial 
Relationships 
N Interracial 
Relationships 
Publication 
Status 
Measure # of 
Scale 
Items 
Dimension
 
Concept
 
Effect 
Size (d) 
LL UL 
Asido (2002) 58 35 Unpublished RAS Multiple Uni Sat. -.42 -.72 -.12 
Chan (1998) 107 55 Unpublished DAS Multiple Multi Adj. .18 -.05 .41 
Direso (2008) 32 33 Unpublished IMSS Multiple Uni Sat. .35 .01 .7 
Fu, Tora, & Kendall 
(2001) 
86 55 Published MHQ Multiple Uni Sat. -.31 -.55 -.06 
Galloway (2011) 113 75 Unpublished CSI Multiple Uni Sat. .06 -.23 .36 
Guner (2000) 124 62 Unpublished DAS Multiple Multi Adj. -.45 -.76 -.14 
Gurung and Duong 
(1999) 
56 75 Published RDAS Multiple Multi Adj. -.06 -.41 .28 
Hohmann-Marriott 
and Amato (2008a) 
Men 
5625 305 Published Single Single Uni Sat. -.12 -.24 0.00 
Hohmann-Marriott 
and Amato (2008a) 
Women 
5625 305 Published Single Single Uni Sat. -.15 -.27 -.03 
Hohmann-Marriott 
and Amato (2008b) 
Men 
2058 362 Published Single Single Uni Sat. -.25 -.37 -.13 
Hohmann-Marriott 
and Amato (2008b) 
Women 
2058 362 Published Single Single Uni Sat. -.04 -.16 .08 
Jansezian (2000) 
Women 
0 0 Unpublished Relate Multiple Multi Oth .04 -.59 .66 
Jansezian (2000) 
Men 
0 0 Unpublished Relate Multiple Multi Oth -.47 -1.08 .13 
Johns, Newcomb, 
Johnson, and 
Bradbury (2007) 
102 28 Published MAT Multiple Multi Sat. .06 -.24 .36 
Kohn (2001) 75 75 Unpublished RSAT Multiple Multi Sat. -.47 -.72 -.21 
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Table 3d (cont.)           
Lande (2007) 74 41 Unpublished DAS Multiple Multi Adj. .12 -.27 .50 
Lantsman (2003) 27 28 Unpublished RAS Multiple Uni Sat. .28 -.09 .66 
La Taillade (2000) 31 20 Unpublished MSIRGDS Multiple Uni Oth .27 -.52 .22 
Lee (2009) 9 69 Unpublished DAS Multiple Multi Adj. -.52 -.87 -.17 
Lee (2013) 0 0 Unpublished RDAS Multiple Multi Adj. -.02 -.41 .41 
Muller (2004) 80 40 Unpublished ENRICH-
MS 
Multiple Multi Sat. -.11 -.37 .16 
Naratadam (2005) 15 19 Unpublished DASSS Multiple Multi Sat. .67 .18 1.16 
Negy and Snyder 
(2000) 
72 141 Published MSIRGDS Multiple Uni Oth -.07 -.27 .13 
Reiter (2008) 195 57 Unpublished QMI Multiple Uni Sat. -.23 -.52 .07 
Shibazaki and 
Brennan (1998) 
56 44 Published DASSS Multiple Multi Sat. -.17 -.57 .23 
Stevenson94 37 15 Unpublished DASSS Multiple Multi Sat. -.11 -.49 .36 
Troy, Lewis-Smith, 
and Laurenceau 
(2006) 
86 32 Published RSS Multiple Multi Sat. .46 .17 .75 
Wu (2012) 186 59 Unpublished Single Single Uni Sat. .13 -.17 .41 
           
Note. Measure = measure of satisfaction used. CSI = Couples Satisfaction Index; DAS = Dyadic Adjustment Scale; DASSS = Dyadic 
Adjustment Scale Satisfaction Subscale; ENRICH – MS = Enriching, Nurturing Relationship Issues, Communication and Happiness 
Marital Satisfaction Subscale; IMSS = Investment Model Satisfaction Subscale; MAT = Marital Adjustment Test; MHQ = Marital 
Happiness Questionnaire; MSIRGDS = Marital Satisfaction Inventory – Revised Global Distress Scale; QMI = Quality of Marriage 
Index; RAS = Relationship Adjustment Scale; RDAS = Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale; RSAT = Relationship Satisfaction 
Questionnaire; RSS = Relationship Satisfaction Scale;  Dimension = Dimensionality of scale used in the study where Uni = 
Unidimensional; Multi = Multidimensional
; 
Concept = Conceptualization of dependent variable where Sat. = Satisfaction; Adj. 
=Adjustment, Oth. = Other (e.g. Marital Distress). d = Cohen’s d; CI = Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Limit and UL = Upper Limit
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Table 4 
Moderating Variables in Satisfaction Effect Size 
         
  Individual       
         
Race  k b SE t    
 Percent White 21 <-.01 <.01 -.20    
         
  Dyadic       
         
Interracial 
Relationship Type 
 k B SE t d LL UL 
      
 Latino 
Interracial 
(Intercept) 
4 -.02 .06 -.15 -.02 -.24 .18 
 Black 
Interracial 
4 .04 .20 .20 .02 -.62 .65 
 Asian 
Interracial 
5 -.09 .14 -.48 -.11 -.49 .27 
Relationship Length         
 - k B SE t    
  11 <.-.01 -.02 -.25    
         
  Environmental       
         
Geographic Location  k B SE t d LL UL 
 National  
(Intercept) 
6 -.14 .04 -3.48* -.14 -.23 -.05 
 West 9 .08 .08 1.04 -.06 -.24 .13 
 Other 2 .54 .13 4.06* .40 .25 .82 
 
Data Year 
   
b 
 
SE 
 
t 
   
 Collection Year 28 .01 .01 .65    
  Methodological       
Dimension         
  k b SE t d LL UL 
 Multi-  
(Intercept) 
13 -.10 .08 -1.18 -.10 -.28 .07 
 Uni- 14 .06 .11 .58 -.04 -.17 .09 
Concept.         
 Satisfaction 
(Intercept) 
18 -.05 .08 -.73 -.05 -.18 .15 
 Adjustment 6 -..07 .14 -.53 -.12 -.44 .20 
 Other 4 .02 .18 .12 -.03 -.41 .37 
Structure         
 Single 5 -.10 .11 -..87 -.10 -.32 .13 
 Multiple 23 .05 .13 .36 -.05 -.31 .40 
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FIGURES 
Figure 1 
Forest Plot of Included Studies 
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Figure 2 
Funnel Plot of Included Studies 
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Figure 3 
Scree Plot of Sample Adjusted Meta-Analytic Deviancy (SAMD) of Included Studies 
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Appendix A 
Included in this Appendix are two tests of an additional moderator of relationship status. 
As a result of an increase commitment and perceived investment of time, resources and 
moral and social obligations, married partners tend to endure less satisfying relationships (Surra 
& Gray, 2000). The presence of married and non-married partners in the study may have affected 
the results of the main analyses. As such, the studies included in the meta-analyses were also 
coded for the relationship status of the participants studied. I created a dummy variable for 
relationship status with 0 coded for non-married samples and 1 coded for samples consisting 
entirely of married partners. Second, the proportion of relationships that were marriages was 
used as a continuous variable to include as many studies as possible in the analysis. Each 
analysis was conducted using SAS 9.2 PROC MIXED commands. In one model the dummy 
coded variable for studies with exclusively dating or married participants (k = 17) was regressed 
on effect size. To offer a thorough investigation of the impact of relationship status on effect 
size, the percentage of married participants (k = 25) was regressed on effect size to include 
studies that were not included in the dummy coded regression. Results indicated that there were 
no statistically significant differences in satisfaction between the intraracial and interracial 
individuals/couples, F(1,16) = 0.09, p > .05; b = -.04, SE = .10,  p = .70. Furthermore, studies 
that sampled dating relationships did not differ from those that examined married relationships, b 
=.04, SE = .14, p  > .05. Similarly, the percentage of married participants in the sample did not 
influence the effect size of differences in satisfaction, F(1,24) = 0.01, b = -.01, SE = .14, p > .05, 
Conclusively, the relationship status of the participants in the study did not moderate the 
observed effect size on relationship satisfaction. 
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Appendix B 
An alternative approach to addressing the non-independence of dyadic level data is to 
disaggregate the data by gender and conduct separate analyses. There is empirical and theoretical 
support for this approach outlined below. 
Findings in previous research suggest that women have poorer relationship outcomes 
than men when in interracial relationships. Fu et al. (2001) found that not only are partners in 
intraracial relationships more satisfied than partners in interracial relationships, but that the 
difference was greater for women than for men, this was true even when the researchers 
considered intercultural relationships. A national sample of White women in Bratter and 
Eschbach (2006) reported greater distress in interracial relationships linked to experiences of 
prejudice and loss of racial privilege in a study that examined mental health outcomes in 
intraracial and interracial relationships compared to other intersections of race and gender. 
Garret (2004), using a multidimensional measure of satisfaction, found that women in interracial 
relationships reported less satisfaction than their partners. Furthermore, Herr (2009) found 
greater differences between women in intraracial vs interracial relationships compared to men on 
several components of satisfaction. These results may be a consequence of the reality that 
women cite their social network as an influence in their relationship choices to a greater extent 
than men (Clark-Ibanez and Felmlee, 2005). The differential impact of social network on 
women’s experiences of relationships compared to men, coupled with the greater opposition that 
partners in interracial relationships experience indicates stronger pressure on women to conform 
to the norm of homogamy. Within a social exchange framework, the cost of being in an 
interracial relationship can be understood as higher for women than men as women’s 
relationship choices are more likely to be policed than men’s. 
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In addition to the more conservative approach of aggregating data collected from both 
partners’ in heterosexual relationships used in the main analyses, I also investigated potential 
differences in relationship satisfaction between intraracial and interracial relationships for each 
gender separately. The results of these analyses can be found in Appendices C and D for men 
and women, respectively. The analyses conducted here mirror the main analyses of the central 
document.  
Results indicate that among men in the sample, the race of the participants did not impact 
reports of relationship satisfaction. Furthermore, there was not a significant difference in 
relationship satisfaction based on the racial composition of the couples studied and compared 
(Appendix C). However, similar to the main analyses that used an aggregate score for couples, 
studies that used a national sample reported significantly greater satisfaction in intraracial 
relationships compared to interracial relationships among men whose data were coupled with 
their female partners (Appendix C). Furthermore, studies conducted outside of the U.S. West 
were significantly different from studies that used national samples and reported greater 
satisfaction among men in interracial relationships compared to those in intraracial relationships.  
Ultimately, the results from the men in the sample mirror those of main analyses as no other 
analyses indicated statistically significant results. 
Among women who reported on satisfaction with their male partners, there was one 
deviation from the pattern of results found for their male partners. Although, studies conducted 
outside of the U.S. West indicate greater satisfaction among women in interracial relationships 
compared to intraracial relationships, compared to those that use a national sample, the 
comparison of studies using a national sample did not reach statistical significance (Appendix D) 
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suggesting no difference in relationship satisfaction between women in intraracial and interracial 
relationships in larger studies.  
Collectively, the comparisons of satisfaction between intraracial and interracial offer the 
same conclusion across gender as the analyses in the main text. Studies conducted outside of the 
United States West indicate significantly greater satisfaction in interracial relationships 
compared to intraracial relationships. However, among women who participated in National 
studies, there was no significant difference in satisfaction between those that were in intraracial 
relationships and those in interracial relationships. That the results indicate greater satisfaction 
for men in intraracial relationships compared to interracial relationships but not women, is not 
consistent with extant theorizing nor what would be expected within a social exchange 
framework. Herr (2009) indicated that women experience greater opposition for interracial 
relationships than men. This has especially been documented among White women, but women 
of color have also indicated increased prevalence. It would be expected that women in interracial 
relationships would report greater dissatisfaction than their intraracial relationship counterparts 
and that the difference would be greater than that observed by men. The unexpected results may 
be attributed to the sample used in that national studies. In each of the nationwide samples that 
were aggregated at the dyadic level, the identified couples were considered “at-risk” for 
dissolution because of their socioeconomic status. The relationships in this study may have been 
less satisfied than couples that participated in other studies. As such, the men in these 
relationships may have been more prone to respond more negatively if they were aware that their 
relationship was problematic.  
Conclusively, disaggregating the data from the dyadic level offered no meaningful 
deviation from the main analysis. 
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Appendix C 
Moderating Variables in Satisfaction Effect Size –Men Only 
         
  Individual       
         
Race  k b SE t    
 Percent White 8 <-.01 .01 -..76    
         
  Dyadic       
         
Interracial 
Relationship Type 
 k b SE t D LL UL 
      
 Latino 
Interracial 
(Intercept) 
2 -.01 .06 -.04 -.01 -.48 .47 
 Black 
Interracial 
2 .45 .17 2.65 .44 -.02 .92 
 Asian 
Interracial 
2 .06 .21 .28 .05 -.49 .27 
Relationship Length         
 - k b SE t    
  7 < .01 <.01 .28    
         
  Environmental       
         
Geographic Location  k b SE t D LL UL 
 National  
(Intercept) 
2 -.18 .06 -2.98* -.18 -.38 .01 
 West 2 .32 .19 1.70 .14 -.21 .85 
 Other 2 .53 .18 2.87* .28 .03 1.03 
 
Data Year 
   
b 
 
SE 
 
t 
   
k 
 Collection Year 12 <.01 .03 <.01    
  Methodological       
Dimension         
  k b SE t D LL UL 
 Multi-  
(Intercept) 
5 -.02 .17 -.12 -.02 -.41 .37 
 Uni- 7 -.01 .22 -.05 -.03 -.49 .47 
Concept.         
 Satisfaction 
(Intercept) 
8 -.04 .13 -.29 -.04 -.34 .26 
 Adjustment 2 -.04 .33 -.53 -.08 -.78 .70 
 Other 2 .12 .33 ..37 .08 -.62 .86 
Structure         
 Single 2 -.18 .22 -.83 -.18 -.68 .31 
 Multiple 10 .20 .25 .80 .02 -.36 .76 
*Overall Effect size d = -.01, p = .98; LL = lower limit of 95% confidence interval for effect 
size; UL = upper limit of 95% confidence interval for effect size 
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Appendix D 
Moderating Variables in Satisfaction Effect Size –Women Only 
         
  Individual       
         
Race  k b SE t    
 Percent White 8 <-.01 .01 -.76    
         
  Dyadic       
         
Interracial 
Relationship Type 
 k b SE t d LL UL 
      
 Latino 
Interracial 
(Intercept) 
2 -.01 .20 -.03 -.01 -.64 .63 
 Black 
Interracial 
2 .33 .31 1.09 .32 -.36 1.02 
 Asian 
Interracial 
2 -.10 .29 -.35 -.11 -.76 .54 
Relationship Length         
 Months k b SE t    
  7 <..01 <.01 .69    
         
  Environmental       
         
Geographic Location  k b SE t d LL UL 
 National  
(Intercept) 
2 -.10 .05 -1.85 -.10 -.38 .01 
 West 2 .23 .18 1.27 .13 -.17 .63 
 Other 2 .50 .17 2.90* .40 .03 .97 
 
Data Year 
  
k 
 
b 
 
SE 
 
t 
   
 Collection Year 12 <.01 .02 .16    
  Methodological       
Dimension         
  k b SE t d LL UL 
 Multi-  
(Intercept) 
5 -.06 .15 -.38 -.06 -.20 .29 
 
 Uni- 7 .05 .20 .27 -.01 -.40 .50 
Concept.         
 Satisfaction 
(Intercept) 
8 -.02 .12 -.19 -.02 -.30 .25 
 Adjustment 2 -.11 .30 -.37 -.13 -.78 .56 
 Other 2 .10 .30 .34 .08 -.57 .77 
Structure         
 Single 2 -.10 .20 -.47 -.10 -.55 .35 
 Multiple 10 .09 .23 .39 -.01 -.42 .60 
*Overall Effect size d = -.03, p = .71; LL = lower limit of 95% confidence interval for effect 
size; UL = upper limit of 95% confidence interval for effect size 
